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Abstract. This dissertation traces the nineteenth-century emergence of large urban park 
landscapes within a visual culture defined by spectacle. In addition to ameliorating insalubrious 
urban conditions and boosting real estate markets, the landscapes of the large parks movement 
participated in an expanded visual and discursive field that included immersive media. This 
insight follows from the theoretical position that landscape is itself an entity that is produced in 
part through representational practice. Case studies from Europe and the United States show that 
immersive representation defined nineteenth-century visual and media culture and shaped period 
understandings of geography, nature, and the urban milieu. The panorama, a 360-degree painting 
rendered at the scale of architecture to deliver virtual experience at the scale of landscape, 
epitomized a period interest in bending space and time through the production and consumption 
of immersive spectacles. The landscapes of the large parks movement participated alongside 
panoramas and panoramic media in a culture of perception that elided representations with “real” 
places, and together they expressed the full scope of a visual and discursive field defined by 
spectacle. 
The dissertation asks how the immersive coordination of optical and somatic perception 
influenced period understandings of urban space and place and how such understandings 
coalesced in the actual space of the city as park landscapes. Chapter One establishes the study’s 
topical, theoretical, and methodological objectives. Chapter Two deepens the study’s theoretical 
framework. Chapter Three demonstrates the cultural reach of panoramic media and its 
significance for popular understandings of geography, nature, and designed landscapes. Chapter 
Four analyzes the use of panoramic images and strategies in designs for and representations of 
specific large park landscapes, including Edinburgh’s Calton Hill, London’s Regent’s Park, 
Manhattan’s park spaces, and the Parisian park system. Chapter Five charts the development of 
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Chicago’s 1869 park-boulevard system alongside that city’s unrecognized activity as a center for 
panoramic production and consumption in order to show that the system functioned as a 
panoramic device for seeing the city as a whole. Because the study treats both urban park 
landscapes and panoramas as representations that capitalize on the workings of perceptual 
psychology, Chapter Six draws on a body of visual theory that is informed by psychoanalysis in 
order to review the dissertation’s findings and distill new insights for interpreting and curating 
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PREFACE. I lived in Chicago from 1994 through 2007. During the latter years, my young 
family of four resided in West Humboldt Park, one of a constellation of west side neighborhoods 
roughly bounded by four large, historic parks. As we became avid users of the West Parks, I 
began to sense them as the confluence of images with real space. My awareness of my own 
subjectivity motivated questions about the role of representation in the places we experience as 
landscapes. The research that ensued addresses the nature of subjectivity in landscape perception. 
Humboldt Park, which lay a few blocks east of our 1904 brick worker’s cottage, was 
refurbished in the 1990s to reflect landscape architect Jens Jensen’s (Danish-American, 1860-
1951) early twentieth-century tenure as the West Parks System supervisor. We would drive two 
miles south to the Garfield Park Conservatory, which since 1908 has remained the largest 
botanical collection under glass in the United States. Douglas Park, southernmost among the 
three landscapes known during the nineteenth century as the West Parks, is the least intact of the 
group, but its varied features continue to reward visitors. Columbus Park, added on the city’s 
furthest periphery as it expanded westward ca. 1920, is the only park Jensen ever developed 
solely from his own designs. His association with the other Chicago parks reflects his 
supervisory role and his adaptation of existing designs.  
It was in these places that my children learned to ride bicycles and soar on swing sets. 
Together we collected crawdads and preying mantises, carrying them home to keep in makeshift 
terrariums and aquariums. We swam at the manmade beach in Humboldt Park—since the 1870s, 
Chicago’s only inland beach—and flew kites from the big hill on the park’s western face. In the 
winter, we sledded down the same hill, coasting across the frozen lagoon at its foot. We fished, 
mostly for bluegill, and watched as other fishermen landed enormous, invasive Asian carp. We 
dug bait from worm bins provided by the park district until someone showed us how to chop 
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crawdads for bait. We rode kick scooters and launched model rockets. We explored the formal 
gardens at all four parks, and inspired, we depaved our own back yard, which a previous owner 
had covered with eight inches of steel-reinforced concrete. There we planted a garden of prairie 
perennials in the full sun of a landscape devoid of any trees save for a weedy ailanthus across the 
back alley. 
Humboldt Park was close enough to walk to; the others lay within easy driving distance. 
Each park seemed a world away from downtown Chicago and the lakefront, and also from the 
middle-class neighborhoods closer to the lake. Getting to the lakefront was challenging, because 
the west side is poorly served by train lines and a slow bus system. Relentless congestion makes 
driving slow as well, and parking in many lakefront areas is expensive. But it was easy to drive 
to any of the West Parks, where parking remains free and plentiful. 
Despite their ample size (Garfield, the smallest, comprises 185 acres), amenities, and historic 
interest, the West Parks are used primarily by residents of the surrounding neighborhoods—not 
by visitors from other neighborhoods, nor by out-of-town travelers. The probability of witnessing 
illicit activities and the symptoms of poverty, likely at Humboldt and Columbus and virtually 
guaranteed at Garfield and Douglas, keeps middle-class Chicagoans who don’t live in proximity 
to these places from using them as destinations. As such, the parks feel separate on multiple 
levels. They stand out from the gray grid, because they are green and organic; and they are 
separate from the middle-to-upper-class, predominantly white city, because Chicago is starkly 
divided by class and race.1 
                                                
1 For recent analysis of the history and current state of racial and economic segregation in Chicago, see Luhby, 
2017, http://money.cnn.com/2016/01/05/news/economy/chicago-segregated/index.html; Moore, 2017, 
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2017/jan/08/racial-segregation-chicago-ills-america-too; Moser, 2017, 
http://www.chicagomag.com/city-life/March-2017/Why-Is-Chicago-So-Segregated/; and Nasr, 2017, 
http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/features/2017/09/story-segregation-chicago-170927055031348.html. For recent 
graphic representations of United U.S. Census data on racial segregation by city see Cable, 2013, 
http://demographics.coopercenter.org/racial-dot-map/; Garfield, 2017, http://www.businessinsider.com/most-least-
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Compelled by the otherworldliness of these vast (by Chicago standards) designed landscapes, 
I painted them.2 In several bodies of work, I used the formal effects of composition, tonality, and 
chromatics to distill the landscapes’ dissonant status as real places and as period representations. 
In Humboldt Park (2007), I composed an elevation of the park by tracing trees precisely from 
projected photographs. I rendered their forms in milky blue and layered them between 
translucent washes of iridescent white on a pale blue-gray ground. Depending on where the 
viewer stands, the trees shift from light-on-dark to dark-on-light, shimmering into and out of 
visibility in a manner that describes the hidden-in-plain-sight strangeness I sensed in a landscape 
that seemed by turns urban and rural, civilized and wild, artful and neglected, bucolic and 
dangerous. 
In Fabula: North Avenue (2006), I painted one tree from each block of North Avenue as it 
transects the city, beginning at Lake Shore Drive and grazing the northern face of Humboldt Park 
along the eight mile distance to the city’s opposite border at Harlem Avenue. Each tree is traced 
with documentary fidelity from research photographs but positioned subjectively in an effort to 
replace the grinding reality of my daily commute with a confabulated, wished-for landscape. In 
this way, the thirty-foot-wide painting stands both for the studio practice I was struggling to 
maintain and for the reprieve from the grid that the West Parks were themselves commissioned 
in 1869 to deliver—a reprieve I continued to seek. 
                                                                                                                                                       
diverse-parts-us-2017-8; “Mapping Segregation,” 2015, https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2015/07/08/us/census-
race-map.html?_r=0.  
2 Czerniak defines “large” parks in her introduction to Large Parks, 2007. Whereas Chicago’s west side parks do not 
make the cut, Lincoln Park, at 1000 acres, does. So do Washington Park and Jackson Park, because she subsumes 
their respective acreages (1045 total) as one park under the long-disused nineteenth-century moniker “South Park.” 
Measuring 219, 185, and 218 acres respectively, Humboldt, Garfield, and Douglas Parks are too small to fit 
Czerniak’s rubric; the smallest park in her inventory, Paris’s Sausset Park, occupies 445 acres. But Chicago’s West 
Parks, as they were known when they were planned, were conceived as a compound whole comprising 622 acres 
plus interconnecting gardenesque boulevards, and in that sense, they consitute exemplars of the large parks 
movement. 
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My family and I hoped to live in Humboldt Park for many years. Instead, we left Chicago in 
2007 as the strain of raising a family amid a cultural landscape shaped by poverty and drug 
addiction became unsustainable. West Humboldt Park wasn’t improving; it was becoming more 
unstable. Whereas other Chicago neighborhoods where I had lived over the years since 1994 
gentrified to the degree that I was repeatedly priced out, the region west of Humboldt Park has 
proven resistant to such change. Home values are dramatically lower in 2018 than during the 
inflated 2003 housing market we bought into. Most of the neighborhoods’ elementary schools 
closed during Chicago’s historic, city-wide school consolidations of 2013.3 In 2012, five years 
after we left Chicago, a thirteen-year-old boy—the same age as my oldest son—who lived two 
doors from our house stepped onto his front porch and died in a drive-by shooting. This was not 
unusual; the neighborhoods in the area roughly circumscribed by the West Parks comprise one of 
the two most impoverished regions of Chicago, regions that together continue to account for the 
majority of the city’s highest-in-the-nation incidence of shootings and shooting deaths.4 
The fact that I was able to relocate describes an obvious difference between my family and 
many of those who remain there. Although we were living paycheck-to-paycheck, cyclically 
uninsured, and generally struggling to make ends meet on modest and unstable incomes, I had an 
education, a portable if nascent career as a visual artist and educator, and familial ties in other 
communities. Many of those who live on Chicago’s west side were born and raised there; others 
are recent immigrants to the United States. For various reasons, they don’t have the agency to 
                                                
3 See “CPS to Close,” 2013, http://chicago.cbslocal.com/2013/03/21/cps-begins-informing-schools-of-closing-
plans/, and Carroll, “The Interaction of CPS’ Space Utilization,” n.d. [after 2013], 
http://www.ushrnetwork.org/sites/ushrnetwork.org/files/blocks_together_report_school_closures_in_west_humboldt
_park_chicago.pdf, accessed January 5, 2017. 
4 See “Chicago Shooting Victims,” continuously updated, http://crime.chicagotribune.com/chicago/shootings/, 
accessed September 2, 2017; Sanburn and Johnson, 2017, http://time.com/4635049/chicago-murder-rate-homicides/;  




pick up and move when they fear for their family’s safety. I remain aware of and compelled by 
circumstances I lived in temporarily, circumstances that hundreds of thousands of sons, 
daughters, mothers, fathers, aunts, uncles and grandparents inhabit permanently. 
For my family, part of the region’s appeal was affordable single-family housing located in 
proximity to four large, historic park landscapes. And yet, the fact that these parks offer the only 
naturalistic outdoor experiences for tens of thousands of Chicago children, many of whom have 
never even seen Lake Michigan, describes a situation in which these landscapes are functionally 
inadequate.5 The parks themselves remain aesthetically beautiful and recreationally useful; since 
the 1990s, a civic commitment to funding their maintenance has reversed a material decline that 
began in the late nineteenth century and persisted through the 1980s. But with proportions that 
are much greater in longitude than latitude, the parks limit east-west traffic through the west side. 
This has the effect of physically isolating the west side neighborhoods and thereby shields them 
wider public consciousness of the deteriorating social and material conditions within. 
This is not a recent phenomenon. The parks themselves began to deteriorate almost as soon 
as they were built. Conceived in a boom and constructed during a cycle of recurring booms and 
busts, their grand proportions and aesthetics reflect aspirations for a situation that never really 
existed. They are not, and were never, surrounded by affluent or middle-class neighborhoods. 
Impressive period homes do line some of the boulevards, but most of the neighborhoods adjacent 
to and enclosed by the parks consist of modest early twentieth-century two and three-flats and 
single-family worker’s cottages. Today, many of these homes sit beside industrial sites and 
superhighways built decades later. 
As I moved through the parks with my children, I felt the presence of a past that conflicted 
with the image the landscape evinced. I sensed that we were moving around inside images. This 
                                                
5 Kamin, “No Room to Run,” 2011, 1.1.; Kamin, “How to Correct,” 2011, 1.14. 
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dissertation grows out of my curiosity about the park landscape’s expression of a period visual 
and media culture and its continuing capacity to convey period conceptions of nature, geography, 
and urban space and place.
 1 
CHAPTER ONE | Introduction 
 
RESEARCH OVERVIEW. We think we understand the difference between pictures and actual 
places. A landscape painting is a two-dimensional image, while an actual site comprises air and 
light, topography, hydrology, and plant communities. But nineteenth-century constructs such as 
panoramas and parks confounded this easy distinction. In the popular attraction for which the 
word “panorama” was coined, a circular painting so large that it hid the architecture containing it 
made a visitor who entered the exhibition space feel s/he was standing in the open air of an 
actual landscape. 
Conversely, although a large public park inarguably was an actual place, its naturalistic 
deployment of vegetation, grading, circulation routes, water features, and viewsheds typically 
belied not only the plant communities and landforms that once defined its geography, but also 
the cultural significance those features held for earlier inhabitants. If standing inside a panorama 
felt much like standing in a real landscape, standing inside a park was not unlike looking at a 
picture. Landscapes are visually significant entities whose subjectivity and contingencies are 
shaped in part by who is doing the seeing and imagining that constitute perception, and within 
what visual regime. This dissertation traces the emergence of large urban park landscapes in a 
visual culture defined by spectacle. In so doing, it examines the role of subjectivity in nineteenth-
century formulations of landscape and nature. 
When Chicago’s large western park landscapes were designated in 1869, no one lived in their 
environs. The Native American Potawatomi had been expelled from Illinois in the 1830s. White 
settlement was imminent but had not yet spread that far west of Lake Michigan when the Illinois 
state legislature established the western parks as nodes in a larger system comprising six large 
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landscapes and a series of interconnecting boulevards. When the parks were connected by 
boulevards, the entire system would form a green ring around the growing city.6 
That Chicago’s west side would be settled only after its park lands were designated indicates 
the system’s function as a mechanism for producing marketable land. Surrounding 
neighborhoods would be developed for the working-class citizens whose labor supplied the 
industrial enterprises fueling the city’s expansion beyond the Chicago River and into the prairie. 
Those who profited from west side industry and the residential development catalyzed by the 
parks’ designation would reside in neighborhoods closer to Lake Michigan on the city’s then-
prestigious south side. 
Passage of Chicago’s 1869 park bills catalyzed a real estate boom that mirrored speculative 
returns on civic investments in large new parks in other cities, including Calton Hill in 
Edinburgh (1724-1775), Regent’s Park in London (1811-1835), Central Park in New York City 
(1857-1873), and Haussmann and Alphand’s park and boulevard system in Paris (1852-1870). 
Central Park’s prodigious size and corresponding cultural and economic impact inspired the 
designation of large urban parks in cities across the United States. But the large parks movement 
was a relatively short-lived phenomenon; by the turn of the century, the emphasis had shifted to 
social reform. Small neighborhood parks were distributed throughout the urban fabric and fitted 
with field houses and recreational facilities in order to serve the bodily needs of a working-class 
citizenry who lacked access to services as basic as running water in their homes and for whom 
vast picturesque lawns and rambles were arguably superfluous.7 
                                                
6 State of Illinois, 1869, 342-379. See Appendix A for a list of the nine bills establishing Chicago’s parks. That the 
circulatory ring is achieved by setting straight line segments at a series of right angles to one another, rather than by 
Hogarthian curving lines segments, reflects the hold of engineering values on this design. 
7 Just traveling to and from the west side parks required leisure hours that working class citizens did not possess. See 
Cranz, 1982,  61-100. 
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Three of the six large parks in Chicago’s overall system were situated at or near the Lake 
Michigan shore. The other three were to be situated on the far west side, in a region of largely 
uninhabited open prairie.The grand aesthetics and large proportions of the inland park landscapes 
imply social and material conditions that did not exist at the time of their designation. They were 
completed unevenly, and all three fell into disrepair as early as the turn of the twentieth century. 
Enduring in varying states of coherence and maintenance, they remain important historic 
artifacts of urban planning and landscape design.  
Today, many large urban parks play a passive role as buffers or even barriers between 
demographically distinct neighborhood populations. Research has shown that such landscapes 
are often implicated in the spatialization of segregation.8 Enduring in varying states of coherence 
and maintenance, Chicago’s large parks remain important historic artifacts of urban planning and 
landscape design, but they are imbricated in the geography of one of the most racially and 
economically segregated cites in North America. If the inland parks’ surviving historic features 
don’t reflect the working-class character of the urban fabric in which they were commissioned, 
designed and built, how are present-day visitors to recognize their historicity today? Moreover, if 
the parks were already functionally and culturally obsolete by 1900 or 1910, as a developmental 
account of park history implies, how should we understand the relatively short period in which 
they presumably did reflect interests and needs in the world around them? These questions 
motivate the present study. 
Part of the answer comes from tracing the early advocacy for a Chicago park system, 
contextualized by the social, economic, and infrastructural conditions of the time, as well as the 
process of the parks’ construction and early use. Various partial histories exist, but none examine 
the difference between the ideals with which the system was advanced and the many vagaries in 
                                                
8 See Solecki and Welch, 1995. 
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its execution.9 Histories of the large parks movement in the United States invariably begin with 
New York’s Central Park, tracing its emergence in response to the social, infrastructural, and 
public health problems that accompanied a national shift from agrarian life to industrialization. 
This literature coalesces around entwined narratives of engineering and technology, human 
health, and social control. 
While this literature is important and effective, the present study’s motivating questions 
invite reflection on the logic of landscape itself. The very word landscape derives from imaging 
practice. Nineteenth-century American visual culture produced a particular landscape form, the 
large urban park and park system, whose mediated, pictorial underpinnings have not been fully 
interpreted. This study proceeds from an understanding of landscape not as either “natural” or 
unnatural, but rather as a cultural product constituted by the interaction of land and space with 
images and produced for a viewing subject. From this, it necessarily follows that landscape is 
subjective—that is, contingent (as images are) upon point or mode of view; and 
circumambient—that is, surrounding the subject. 
Although this study is motivated by issues that coalesce in Chicago’s west side parks, it has 
generated questions that are both larger and more specific. What is the visual/media cultural 
context in which large nineteenth-century parks and park systems emerged in Europe and the 
United States? What role did popular visual media play in conceiving, designing, and/or 
promoting park landscapes in the period? To what extent was this relationship expressed in 
Chicago, where the inland parks don’t otherwise appear to offer a clear sense of the surrounding 
                                                
9 Vagaries such as the never-boulevardized stretches of Diversey Avenue that would have made the green “circle” a 
navigable whole; the rapid descent of the western parks’ three ornate and much-photographed botanical glasshouses 
into disrepair and demolition within fifteen years of their construction; the failure ever to develop the southern half 
of Douglas Park in any picturesque or gardenesque manner. Key publications on Chicago park history include 
Bachrach, 2008; Bachrach, 2012; Bluestone, 1993; Cranz, 1982; Grese, 1992; Grese, 2000; Maloney, 2012; Rainey, 
2000; Ranney, 2000; Rogers, 2001; Seligman, 2005. 
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urban fabric’s history? How does recognizing the relationship between urban landscape and 
popular media contribute to understanding nineteenth-century conceptions of nature and culture? 
And finally, what might this mean for interpreting and curating large historic park landscapes 
today? The innovation of the present study lies in addressing park landscapes alongside popular 
media as related iterations of the culture of spectacle that attended the nineteenth century. 
Examining the context in which this landscape type emerged makes it possible to think beyond 
the limitations of the vision or agency of the parks’ makers and describe a larger relationship 
between popular culture and the formation of urban space.  
Once landscape is defined as the synthesis of image with space, it becomes possible to study 
parks as expressions of period media culture. Large urban parks and park systems emerged in a 
visual culture that was dominated by spectacle and immersion. The virtual reality effects of the 
panorama, a popular construct that has been described as the “first mass medium” and the 
“media signature” of the nineteenth century, constituted an innovation in landscape 
representation and spawned a host of related popular and artistic media.10 Panoramic media were 
popular from the 1790s through the turn of the twentieth century, when they were finally 
displaced by the invention of cinema. The landscapes of the large parks movement share some 
striking points of convergence with the history of the panorama, but this relationship has not 
been addressed as such by any existing literature.11 The present study will fill this lacuna. 
The dissertation treats designed landscapes as a form of media as it charts the organization of 
nineteenth-century European and American cities around parks and park systems alongside the 
coeval emergence and proliferation of the panorama and related media. In particular, it interprets 
large nineteenth-century public parks as a form of immersive mass media: like the nineteenth-
                                                
10 Benjamin, 1999; Comment, 1999; Oettermann, 1997; Sternberger, 1977. 
11 For a relevant precedent for such an argument in an examination of the visual and theoretical relations between 
cartography and painting, see Casey, 2002. 
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century panorama, parks were immersive representational forms that functioned according to the 
purposes and values of spectacle culture to reflect and shape popular sensibilities about space, 
place, and nature. That is, a park was simultaneously an actual landscape and a representation 
that mediated landscape affect. Associating the park with the hybridity of the “landscapes” 
effected by the medium of the panorama lays the groundwork for reading extant historic 
landscapes as period amalgams of art, nature, social space, and popular media. 
 The panorama’s immersive perceptual mechanics offer a framework for understanding park 
landscapes as representational entities wherein design transmuted image into perceived reality. 
Tracing the period affiliation of a pervasive mode of landscape design (the large park, and park 
system) with an influential imaging format (panoramic media) renders legible the relationship 
between media and the production of urban space. Much as panoramas seemed to transport 
visitors to other places and times, large nineteenth-century landscape parks seemed to remove 
visitors from both the urban environment and the agricultural hinterland.12 Surviving park 
landscapes can be theorized by contemporary visual theory and perceptual psychology in order 
to reflect on the extent to which their mediating period mechanics have, or have not, persisted. 
This in turn lays a foundation for understanding urban parks as vehicles for the colonizing work 
of landscape as both image and process that has produced geographies defined by class 
difference, poverty, and violence. The study’s findings show that the relationship between 
landscape and popular media shaped the perception and experience of nineteenth-century urban 
space, and to an extent, the very disposition of the city as it remains today. 
 
                                                
12 For a discussion of a related hybrid painted-architectural illusion of a woodland inside a building as part of a set of 
nested orders of landscape representation in late-eighteenth-century France, see Hays, 2007. 
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TOPICAL BACKGROUND. To date, the respective histories of the large parks movement and 
the panorama and related media have been addressed as distinct topics with separate literatures. I 
offer correspondingly discrete topical overviews for the two subject areas before turning to their 
convergence in cultural and media history. 
 
The Large Parks Movement in the United States. The large parks movement was a 
specifically urban, mid-to-late-nineteenth-century Western phenomenon. The large park differed 
from earlier forms of public space in scale, administration, and affect. In the United States, urban 
squares and commons preceded parks.13 A shift occurred in the mid-nineteenth century. By this 
time, European cities were distinguished by a number of extensive, publicly accessible designed 
landscapes that had been designated in response to the encroachment of urban development upon 
formerly remote elite landscapes. Exemplars include Edinburgh’s Calton Hill (1724-1775), 
London’s Regent’s Park (1811-1835), and Alphand’s system of parks and boulevards for Paris 
(1852-1870). 
The American large parks movement took shape as urban expansion overtook formerly 
agricultural or undeveloped land. Professionals of various disciplines began to call for 
developing large peripheral urban spaces with picturesque and gardenesque designs and making 
them accessible to the public. Park advocates were motivated by a complex set of impulses that 
ranged from recognition of the physical, psychological, logistical, environmental, and economic 
costs associated with rapid, unmanaged urban growth to cultural nationalism in competition with 
                                                
13 “The Oldest City Parks in the U.S.,” http://cityparksurvey.tpl.org/reports/report_display.asp?rid=26, accessed 
September 8, 2017. Boston Common, designated in 1640 as a military parade ground and common grazing space, is 
often identified as the nation’s first public open space. It was followed by greens, squares, and commons in cities 
and towns across the United States. Squares and commons were typically unnamed. These were modest spaces, 
some merely a single city block, set aside for use as parade grounds or for grazing livestock and often left unnamed 
for decades. William Penn’s five Philadelphia public squares, now known as Rittenhouse, Washington, Logan, and 
Franklin Squares, were originally named for their positions on the compass (1682). New York’s now-named spaces 
include Battery Park (first designated in 1686), the Bowling Green (1733), Washington Square (1823), Union 
Square (1832), and Tompkins Square Park (1833). 
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European prestige. Like their elite patrons, practitioners and advocates across the planning and 
design professions believed designed landscapes could edify and civilize immigrant populations 
through exposure to traditional aesthetics and concomitant comportment, provide health benefits 
to overcrowded populations, influence microclimate at the scale of the city, and afford an 
armature for organizing the further growth of already burgeoning cities. Parks were intended to 
help manage the water supply, boost real estate values, and promote intermingling among the 
classes.14 
Prior to the 1860s, American city administrators were concerned with the regulation of trade 
rather than the well-being of residents. Land-use decisions were driven largely by real estate 
speculation.15 Water supplies, street sanitation, and even fire protection were the province of 
individuals and private business, rather than centralized government. By the midcentury it was 
becoming apparent that existing, privately-funded and managed solutions, motivated by 
opportunities for short-term profit, could meet neither the necessary physical and temporal scale 
of deployment nor the need for profit-blind administration.16 As science afforded new insights 
about the sources of disease, it became increasingly clear that insalubrious urban conditions 
required systemic management on a large and public scale.17 
Physicians, sanitary surveyors, landscape architects, and civil engineers were well-prepared 
to reflect on these issues and propose solutions.18 They formed a unified voice with which to 
shape infrastructures to distribute water, food, and housing and manage disease and pollution. 
                                                
14 Fábos, 2004;  Schultz and McShane, 1978; Szczygiel and Hewitt, 2000; Taylor, 1995, 201-221; Taylor, 1999, 
420-477. 
15 Schultz and McShane, 1978, 391. 
16 Ibid., 391. 
17 Ibid. At midcentury, various theories of disease were debated, including the “sewer gas theory,” in which odorless 
gases exuded from decay in the sewers to cause various illnesses, infectious and non-infectious. Ibid., 394. 
Waterborne illnesses were first identified in the 1880s; germ theory would not supercede the miasma theory and the 
related sewer gas theory until the 1890s and early 1900s, 395. 
18 Ibid., 391-2. 
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Working by turns independently and in concert, they advocated for a strategy of removing large 
tracts of land from future private development, incorporating them in systems for water supply, 
sewering, drainage, and transportation, and designing them for the public’s passive recreational 
and aesthetic enjoyment.19 In this manner, seeds were planted for the profession that would 
emerge in the early twentieth century as urban planning. Municipal engineering formed the core 
of a nascent discipline that prioritized physical and systemic solutions to physical problems.20 
Stanley Schultz and Clay McShane note that “virtually the only problems successfully attacked 
by nineteenth-century urban leaders were those susceptible to engineering expertise.”21 
However, the respective orientations of the landscape architects who emerged first to 
advocate for new large parks and then design them did not spring solely from engineering 
interests, nor from an interest in incrementally increasing scale from small greenspaces to larger 
parklands, nor even, as is often suggested, from the singular vision associated with genius. The 
most recognized American landscape architects of this period, remembered for their advocacy 
for major park and open space systems, include Andrew Jackson Downing (1815-1852), 
Frederick Law Olmsted (1822-1903), Horace William Shaler Cleveland (1814-1900), and 
George Kessler (1862-1923). In addition to responding to European precedents and city planning 
interests, landscape architects worked in the context of another nineteenth-century cultural 
landscape invention, the rural cemetery. 
Rural cemeteries had emerged a few decades earlier as a response to a related set of new 
needs. Their success established the cultural value of public recreational landscapes for city 
dwellers and laid the groundwork for the American push for large urban parks. Most directly, 
                                                
19 Ibid. In Chicago, the city administration spent over $10,000,000 to build 54 miles of sewerage and to improve 
drainage by raising the street grade by up to twelve feet in the central business, 393-4. 
20 Ibid., 410-11. 
21 Ibid., 407. 
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rural cemeteries addressed the problem of overcrowding in centrally-placed church graveyards 
that accompanied rapid increases in urban populations. They also responded to the rootlessness 
that accompanied the rapid growth of urban centers.22 In a “city of strangers,” ties to church 
could be temporary or nonexistent. 23 Urban dwellers who eschewed church altogether left their 
families with no obvious options for burial.24 Rural cemeteries answered this need. 
Such cemeteries also addressed the disease caused by overuse of church graveyards. As city 
population numbers exploded, overused and ill-placed burial grounds were recognized as 
epidemiological sources of cholera and yellow fever. This was apparent even before the 
emergence of germ theory.25 Overtaxed graveyards were notoriously malodorous, and numerous 
writers and thinkers recognized that the smell was correlated with unhealthful outcomes.26 It was 
clear that much more burial space was necessary. 
The designation of expansive rural burial sites addressed these problems. They removed a 
primary source of disease from populated areas, and with the availability of cheap land they 
could be proportioned to accommodate the extensive exhumations necessitated by urban 
expansion into older graveyard sites. Furthermore, they promised “permanent” burial, safely 
                                                
22 The practice of interment away from population centers dates to antiquity; Schuyler, 1986, relates that “the 
Romans had carefully separated the worlds of the living and the dead.” But in the Western world, Christians used 
church cemeteries in town centers, and this practice defined urban form for centuries, 37. 
23 Bender, 1974, 201. 
24 Ibid. 
25 At midcentury, miasma and sewer gas theories of disease were prevalent; germ theory was nascent. The latter 
would not be widely accepted until the 1890s. In addition to Schultz and McShane, 1978, see Linden, 2007, 121-7. 
Frerichs/UCLA, n.d., n.p., http://www.ph.ucla.edu/epi/snow/choleratheories.html, accessed October 16, 2017, offers 
a concise account of these theories as they were debated with regard to cholera. “Contagion”/Harvard n.d., n.p., 
http://ocp.hul.harvard.edu/contagion/germtheory.html, accessed October 18, 2017, provides an overview of the 
emergence of germ theory; see “Cholera”/Harvard, n.d., n.p., http://ocp.hul.harvard.edu/contagion/cholera.html, 
accessed October 16, 2017,for additional details on competing theories of the etiology of cholera. 
26 Schuyler, 1984, 293. This theory dovetailed with the sewer gas theory, which held that the decomposition of 
animal waste and even plant matter produced miasmas or malarias—that is, the air associated with such sources, or 
even any humid or foggy conditions, could cause disease; see Szczygiel and Hewitt, 2000, 717-18. 
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removed from a city’s projected growth and therefore exempt from future exhumation.27 In all 
these ways, rural cemeteries promulgated positive associations with visiting the dead for 
communities who lived in close contact with death, from the frequency with which women and 
infants died during childbirth and young men died in combat to the prevalence of at-home births, 
deaths, and funerals. In contrast with the forbidding associations of church graveyards, rural 
cemeteries expressed rest, both by celebrating the eternal rest of the deceased and by affording 
respite to visitors who, upon leaving the city and entering the cemetery, were invited to 
contemplate eternal rest.28 Advocates for Brooklyn’s Green-Wood Cemetery voiced this 
distinction by emphasizing that whereas “necropolis” meant city of the dead, the new word 
“cemetery” literally meant resting place.29 
Such cemeteries were rural only insomuch as they were located far enough from the urban 
hustle and bustle to seem rural by contrast. Their design reflected the pastoral, highly regulated 
affect of the agrarian landscape, rather than undeveloped woodland or prairie.30 But the rural 
cemetery was also distinguishable from the agrarian vernacular, insomuch as it was designed in 
accordance with the Neoclassical and Romantic conventions of English landscape gardening.31 
These conventions bore associative implications; Downing described Mount Auburn Cemetery 
“the Athens of New England,”32 while Blanche Linden traces the cemetery’s designed affiliation 
                                                
27 See Linden, 2007, 170 for a discussion of the importance of the concept of permanence at Mount Auburn 
Cemetery. 
28 See Linden, 2007. This conception of rest reflects the notion of mediation that motivates much nineteenth-century 
thinking, surfacing in the period use of Neoclassical referents such as the Roman conceptions of otium and negotium 
and the ideal of the rus in urbe. Otium describes an industrious form of leisure manifested in physical pursuits that 
better the mind and body and occur far from the urban realms of political, social, and business activity, negotium. 
On otium and negotium, see Rogers, 2001, 86; see also Ehrlich, 2002. On rus in urbe, see Rogers, 230; Schuyler, 3. 
English use of the Latin expression “rus in urbe”, or country in the city, first appears in 1708 and proliferates in the 
nineteenth century; see OED entry. 
29 Schuyler, 1984, 301. 
30 Taylor, 1999, 3-4, commenting on large parks rather than rural cemeteries, points out that although their advocates 
were motivated by ideals of nature, the parks’ designs refer not to wilderness but to the pastoral. 
31 See Bender, 1974. 
32 Schuyler, 1984, 295, quoting Downing; see his footnote 14. 
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with the thinking of Ralph Waldo Emerson and the Transcendental Club he founded. She also 
discerns its association with the reasoned “natural religion” espoused by William Ellery 
Channing, the Unitarian co-founder of the nonsectarian Harvard Divinity School.33  
Through these associative implications, the rural cemetery reflected and reinforced changing 
understandings of the distinctions between city and country, urban and rural, industry and nature. 
Thomas Bender traces the negotiation between urban and rural that attended the formation of this 
landscape type. Early in the process of American industrialization, the national landscape was 
understood as a vast wilderness from which was to be wrought a fertile field.34 America was 
conceived as a kind of “middle landscape,” and in the first decades of the nineteenth century, 
factories were sited in woodlands, as for example at Lowell, Massachusetts.35 36 But by the 
1820s, advancing industrialization on the eastern seaboard was upending the imagined 
equilibrium between the city and the country that exemplified. As city threatened to overtake the 
country, the “cultivated” seemed to tip toward the “corrupt,” and citizens needed a new 
framework for negotiating the interplay between urban and rural.37 Rather than imagine a 
continuous amalgamated fabric of cultivation, a new counterpoint emerged: the city would be 
                                                
33 Linden, 137-8. 
34 Bender, 1974, 199. That is, man could improve upon nature. The concept of a middle landscape has been 
developed in a variety of ways. The term “rus in urbe,” Latin for country in the city, was coined in antiquity by 
Martial, a contemporary of Pliny the younger, to describe the concept that an ideal urban environment would contain 
designed elements of the countryside within its walls; see Ward Thompson, 2011, 188. Ward Thompson traces 
American use of the concept to William Penn’s 1682 plan for four urban squares and notes its importance to the 
rural cemetery movement and the succeeding large parks movement. The OED dates the term’s first explicit use in 
English to 1708. For foundational essays on nineteenth-century understandings of wilderness, field, and nature, see 
Marx, 2008, and Novak, 2007. 
35 See Marx, 1964 [2000]. Marx uses the term “middle landscape” to characterize the nineteenth-century American 
pastoral ideal; it is closely related to the concept of rus in urbe. Bender appropriates the term (middle landscape) in 
1975. Segal, 1977, critiques Marx’s concept of the middle landscape, distinguishes between Marx’s and Bender’s 
conceptions, and applies the concept applies in urban, suburban, and regional contexts. Rowe, 1992, updates the 
concept for late twentieth-century design application with a symbolic methodology for juxtaposing “arcadian 
simplicity” with “modern technical temperament.” 
36 Bender, 1974, 199. 
37 This was the basis of Thomas Jefferson’s anti-urban conception of the virtuous republic forged by yeoman 
farmers. See Onuf, 2007, 2, 26, 114, and Kloppenberg, 1987, 22. 
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embraced as fundamentally and distinctly urban, while its urban character would be remediated 
by developing convenient access to rural areas.38  
The rural cemetery movement reflected this developing counterpoint. Mount Auburn 
Cemetery opened outside Boston in 1831 as the first notable examplar of the new vernacular.39 It 
was soon followed by Laurel Hill in Philadelphia (1836), Green-Wood in New York (1838), and 
Lowell Cemetery in Lowell (1841).40 In various ways, these American cemeteries referred to 
French precedents, such as the monumental landscape at Rousseau’s tomb at Ermenonville 
(1778) and the recently completed Père Lachaise cemetery (1804) in Paris, but there was an 
important difference: whereas the French precedents had been established within existing estate 
gardens, the American cemeteries were positioned on natural, undeveloped sites. For this reason, 
they were understood to consecrate “natural beauty.”41 
In their locations away from urban centers, rural cemeteries shaped space in a manner that 
contrasted with urban forms. Rather than reproduce the urban gridiron, as at Grove Street 
Cemetery outside New Haven (1796), the new spaces were organized with naturalistic designs.42 
This included curvilinear roads that followed the existing topography, omission of fences around 
family plots, and a general adherence to the existing character and features of the land. 43 44 In 
producing an alternate realm whose texture was distinguishable from that of the urban grid, the 
                                                
38 The “rural” becomes a kind of production - a style, a product. Note that the subtitle of the influential publication 
The Horticulturalist was “…and Journal of Rural Art and Rural Taste.” Its sphere of influence was the city, not the 
country farm. On the rus in urbe, or “city in the country”, see my footnote 23. 
39 See Linden, 2007. 
40 Schuyler, 1984 calls these three the “grand triumverate [sic] of America’s first and most influential rural 
cemeteries,” 297. 
41 Bender, 1974, citing in his footnote 18 Hans Huth, who “in Nature and the American, 67, makes this point in 
regard to Mount Auburn,” 201. 
42 Schuyler, 1984, 294. 
43 Ibid., 302. The unfenced solution would come to be known as the lawn plan or lawn system. These terms were 
first used to describe Adolph Strauch’s Spring Grove Cemetery outside Cincinnati. 
44 Ibid., 295 
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rural cemetery movement preceded not only large parks but also botanical gardens and art 
museums. 
As the weight of populations shifted toward cities, and the urban environment was 
increasingly experienced as stressful and dangerous, Americans were beginning to regard nature 
no longer as a threat (as in the sense of wilderness) but as solace and balm. And whereas 
Americans had drawn on romantic European conventions of celebrating nature since the turn of 
the nineteenth century, by the 1830s and ‘40s such conventions served a more mediated purpose: 
producing American identity as the very counterpoint between romantic rural nature and the 
urban industrial city.45 Bender finds this in the contrast between notions of the urban “inside” 
and the rural “outside,” which he illustrates by quoting Olmsted: “no broad question of country 
life in comparison with city life is involved; it is confessedly a question of delicate ‘adjustment’ 
between the natural and the artificial.”46 
The sense of being in two places at once, or beyond the known everyday world, was key to 
the rural cemetery’s interest and would inform the succeeding movement for large parks. The 
condition of “delicately” balancing inside against outside, nature with artifice, urban with rural, 
implies a state of liminality, of straddling a divide, of sensing two realms at once—and in each, 
the other. Joseph Story voiced this condition as early as 1831 in his address consecrating Mount 
Auburn: 
All around us there breathes a solemn calm, as if we were in the bosom of a wilderness. [However,] ascend but 
a few steps, and what a change of scenery to surprise and delight us…in the distance, the City—at once the 
                                                
45 For comments on the dialectic of city and country, see Schuyler, 1986, 31-36, who comments on the personal 
sense of needing the mediate between these values in the personal comments of Ralph Waldo Emerson, Edward 
Everett Hale, Thomas Cole, Nathaniel Hawthorne, and George William Curtis. For further reading on 
Transcendentalism in nineteenth-century American culture and thought, see Buell, 2016. 
46 Quoted by Bender, 1974, 205, from Olmsted and Vaux’s Report of the Landscape Architects and 
Superintendents…, 1868. See Bender’s  footnote 31. Emphasis added. 
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object of our admiration and our love—rears its proud eminences, its glittering spires, its lofty towers, its 
graceful mansions, its curling smoke, its crowded haunts of business and pleasure.47 
Story’s comments describe the pleasure and frisson of liminality, and also, in his advocacy for 
seeking the high point from which to survey country and city together, the workings of 
panoramic perception. Rather than allow either city or country to prevail, the objective was to see 
and feel both. Each would be more appreciable because of sensory access to the other.48 
The rural cemetery was a place apart. Bender quotes “a visitor” to Lowell, who in 1843 
described crossing over into a different realm: “From the city’s ‘busy streets,’ he passed through 
‘romantic woods’ into the cemetery grounds where he was filled with ‘deep peace.’ ‘You stand 
as it were, beyond the world, beyond its cares, its strifes, its false, ignis fatuous hopes, and its 
griefs. You have entered a realm of quietude, melody, and beauty.’”49 Schuyler explains that 
Green-Wood “possessed a view more spectacular than either of its two predecessors” and 
exceeded Père Lachaise’s size by several orders of magnitude.50 This sense of place was so 
compelling that Americans began to flock to cemeteries not just to remember those interred 
there, but rather for the opportunities for Transcendental reflection and passive recreation this 
new kind of landscape offered. 
When Americans claimed the rural cemeteries’ lawns, rambles, and curving roadways for a 
variety of leisure uses, they in effect began to use them as parks before large parks existed. In 
England, where a related rural cemetery movement played out differently, such spaces were 
                                                
47 Quoted in Bender, 1974, 163. See his footnote 7: Story, Address, 8, 12. Cf. [Edward Juggles,] A Picture of New 
York, 1848), 163. 
48 This is the same frisson, the same tension, that animates panoramas—the compelling tension that comes from 
knowing it isn’t real, but sensing (even believing, as per Humboldt) that it is real. 
49 Bender, 1974, 205; see his footnote 32, quoting an 1844 text. 
50 Ibid., 299. Acreages, from Wikpedia: Père Lachaise, Paris, 1804: 110 acres. Mount Auburn, near Boston, 1831: 
170 acres. Laurel Hill Cemetery, Philadelphia, 1836: 81 acres. Green-Wood Cemetery, Brooklyn, 1838, Brooklyn: 
478 acres. Lowell Cemetery, Lowell MA, 1841: 73 acres. 
 16 
separated from leisure use.51 John Claudius Loudon (English, 1783-1843) was a key advocate for 
restricting English cemeteries to solemn uses by maintaining rectilinear formality in their 
design.52 The city of London could afford keeping cemeteries from leisure uses, for it already 
possessed large landscape parks. In 1851, Andrew Jackson Downing extolled Hyde Park, 
Regent’s Park, St. James Park, and Green Parks as London’s “peculiar and distinguishing 
luxury.”53 
Downing’s review of the London parks was motivated by his advocacy for a similar amenity 
for New York. Writing in The Horticulturalist, he admonished New York readers, lest they 
imagine that these were simply larger versions of the Battery or Washington Square, that “the 
London Parks are actually like districts of open country—meadows and fields, country estates, 
lakes and streams, gardens and shrubberies, with as much variety as if you were in the heart of 
Cambridgeshire, and as much seclusion in some parts, at certain hours, as if you were on a farm 
in the interior of Pennsylvania.”54 He extolled the litany of amenities such a park should deliver: 
lakes and “sylvan accessories;” accommodations for coaching and horseback riding; statues, 
monuments, and commemorative buildings; “winter gardens of glass,” zoological gardens, and 
space for expositions of horticultural and industrial arts; the list went on. The second half of his 
letter placed parks on par in democratic significance with libraries and art museums: 
Open wide, therefore, the doors of your libraries and picture galleries, all ye true republicans! Build halls where 
knowledge shall be freely diffused among men, and not shut up within the narrow walls of narrower 
                                                
51 Schuyler, 1985, 299-300, cf. Kensal Green (London, 1833) and Glasgow Necropolis (1832). Schuyler writes, 
“The idea of the rural cemetery may also have spread to England, as Mount Auburn preceded the first such British 
burial ground. If so, the transatlantic migration of the cemetery would represent the first example of American 
architectural influence abroad. More likely, however, Mount Auburn and Kensal Green, together with their 
numerous imitators in both countries, were the result of ideas that transcended national boundaries.” 
52 See Curl, 1983, who cites Loudon, 1843. The latter is the 1843 book form of a series of 1843 articles Loudon 
published in The Gardener’s Magazine on “The Principles of Landscape-Gardening and of Landscape-Architecture 
Applied to the Laying Out of Public Cemeteries and the Improvement of Churchyards; including Observations on 
the Working and General Management of Cemeteries and Burial-Grounds.” 
53 Downing, 1851, 281 
54 Ibid. 
 17 
institutions. Plant spacious parks in your cities, and unloose their gates as wide as the gates of morning to the 
whole people. As there are no dark places at noon day, so education and culture—the true sunshine of the 
soul—will banish the plague-spots of democracy.55 
Downing turned to the object of his interest, a large park for New York City, only in his final 
paragraph: “the ‘destinies of the New World’ are such as will cause a significant investment in 
American parks to accomplish even more than the ‘miracle’ already wrought during fifty years in 
England.”56 Then he advocated for developing a park on a large scale: “But the question may 
well be asked: is New-York really not rich enough, or is there absolutely not land enough in 
America, to give our citizens public parks of more then ten acres?”57 Downing advanced this 
argument later that year in the same journal when he commented on New York Mayor 
Kingsland’s proposal for a new park of one hundred sixty acres. After canvassing the acreages 
and picturesque character of park lands in Paris, Vienna, Munich, and Frankfurt, he prescribed a 
much larger allotment for a New York park: “Five hundred acres is the smallest area that should 
be reserved for the future wants of such a city, now, while it may be obtained.”58 
Although Downing did not mention it in The Horticulturalist, the repeated outbreak of 
cholera and other diseases attendant to urban life in mid-nineteenth-century industrial cities was 
one of the most powerful inducements to the establishment of public parks. Beginning in 1831-2, 
cholera “presumed to have come from India” swept the world and recurred in waves through the 
end of the nineteenth century.59 The disease could kill within hours of the onset of symptoms and 
it ravaged urban populations living in crowded conditions.60 In the absence of an understanding 
of its microbial etiology, people blamed “miasmas” thought to be associated with particular 
                                                
55 Ibid. 
56 Ibid., 349. 
57 Ibid. 
58 Downing, “The New-York Park.” 1851, 347. Italics are Downing’s. 
59 “Cholera”/Harvard, n.p. 
60 Ibid. 
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geographies and topographies. Designed landscapes were touted as a method for mitigating the 
sources of miasmas. In 1849, the American Medical Association Committee on Public Hygiene 
urged, “The necessity of public squares, tastefully ornamented and planted with trees, cannot be 
too strongly urged upon public attention, as one of the most powerful correctives to the vitiated 
air within the reach of the inhabitants of a populous place.”61 
If rural cemeteries had made some progress on this front, their salubrious effects could be 
multiplied by cultivating similar landscapes for recreational use. Galen Cranz’s widely accepted 
developmental account of socio-political park history begins with the pleasure ground model, 
which she dates ca. 1850-1900.62 This period overlaps for the most part with the large parks 
movement. Cranz writes, “The pleasure garden was a vast landscape of alternating trees and 
meadows, undulating hills, slowly meandering waterways, and broad reflecting ponds—an 
idealized agrarian scene, orderly but without the fussy decorations of architecture, sculpture, or 
flower beds.” Like rural cemeteries, “pleasure grounds were always at the edge of the city where 
land was cheaper, but the peripheral location was also regarded as an appropriate way to gain 
distance from city life.”63 She indicates that the size of the pleasure ground park was key to 
delivering a transporting experience—that is, key to creating the illusion that one had stepped 
beyond the confines of the city, into another place entirely: “The grounds covered thousands of 
acres; designers argued that being able to see beyond the boundary of the park into another 
landscape would shatter the bucolic illusion.”64 
                                                
61 Schuyler, 1986, 61. See his footnote 5, explicated on p. 206, for further resources on this point. 
62 Cranz, 2000, explains that she uses periodic dates not to argue that a given model becomes obsolete after its range, 
but rather to indicate the interests that motivate new park construction in a given period. Nevertheless, the end of a 
model’s application indicates a shift in the surrounding culture. 
63 Cranz, 2000, n.p. 
64 Ibid. This goes to the issues of scale and illusion, which, as we will see, are key features of the panorama, and of 
nineteenth-century spectacle in general. 
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Most scholarship on the large parks movement prioritizes the works of Frederick Law 
Olmsted and his partner, Calvert Vaux, who designed New York’s Central Park and numerous 
parks and park systems across the United States.65 For example, Cranz’s study focuses on three 
cities, New York City, Chicago, and San Francisco. In New York, the story belongs to Olmsted; 
his name arises frequently, even though the study is framed as a social history rather than a 
design history. In the passages on Chicago, Jens Jensen (Danish-American, 1860-1951) is the 
only designer mentioned, and he only in passing, and despite the fact that his influence in 
Chicago’s parks occurred mainly after 1905. That is, Jensen’s work postdates the period of the 
Chicago parks’ commissioning and construction, the 1860s-‘90s, and postdates Cranz’s 
“pleasure ground” model entirely.66 Still, Cranz chooses to focus on the individual designer as 
the lead in the story of Chicago’s park development. In effect, Jensen becomes the secondary 
character whose very minority serves to solidify and amplify the role of the overarching lead, 
Olmsted. 
In the most commonly-used textbook of landscape history, Elizabeth Barlow Rogers focuses 
exclusively on Olmsted in her chapter on the large parks movement. The only mention of a park 
or system by a designer other than Olmsted comes in three short phrases acknowledging that 
William LeBaron Jenney (American, 1832-1907) designed Chicago’s “western recreational 
complex.”67 Cynthia Zaitzevsky mentions Chicago only briefly in a landmark study of the 
                                                
65 Cranz, 1982; Zaitzevsky, 1982; Schuyler, 1986. Rogers, 2001; Fábos, 2005. 
66 As evidence of Jensen’s omission, on page 58 Cranz presents a park plan as an example of the Small Park model, 
whose date range she gives as 1890-1900. In fact, this is Jensen’s 1916 plan for Columbus Park (opened 1919). 
Here, e plan is not identified by its name, year, or the designer’s name. The image caption reads only “For a few 
years planners thought they could create small versions of the pleasure ground in tenement districts.” The 
corresponding text refers to small parks as a transitional park form, ca. 1890-1900, which bridged the periods of the 
pleasure ground (1850-1900) and the reform park (1900-1930). Columbus Park, at 135 acres, opened in 1919 and is 
not an example of the small park form. See the correctly identified plan at the Jens Jensen Legacy Project, [1916], 
n.p., http://www.jensjensen.org/drupal/?q=node/29, accessed July 31, 2017. 
67 Rogers, 2001, 348. This was known in its time as the West Parks System. (The present study uses this period 
name for the system.) Apart from this mention, Rogers’s entire recounting of the large parks movement focuses on 
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Boston Park System, noting that “by February 1869 bills had been passed for three park systems 
on the north, west, and south sides of the city. Unfortunately, each system was governed by a 
separate board, and bureaucratic problems prevented a unified design solution for all three.”68 
She goes on to address Olmsted and Vaux’s design for the south side, which was known then as 
South Park but today as three discrete if connected spaces: Jackson Park, Washington Park, and 
the Midway Plaisance. Implicit in Olmstead and Vaux’s design for South Park was the notion 
that “park” could comprise what were, practically speaking, parks—emphasis on the plural—
connected by parkways; but this point remains latent in Zaitzevsky’s text, and once again the 
Chicago thread reaches a narrative dead end.69 
It is notable that in each case, at most only one name (or team) rises to the surface of the 
Chicago story: Olmsted and Vaux in Zaitzevsky’s text, Jensen in Cranz’s account, Jenney in 
Rogers’s. Rogers is correct insomuch as Jenney was actually involved during the period with 
which she is concerned, whereas Jensen’s influence postdated the period with which Cranz is 
concerned. But none of these sources comment on the larger picture that together they sketch: 
Chicago’s system was designed incrementally over time and reflects the tenure of a number of 
designers. 
The literature’s focus on Olmsted registers the fact that it was the particular success of 
Central Park (combined with the importance of rural cemeteries to communities across the 
United States, though this is less often acknowledged) that catalyzed the construction of large 
                                                                                                                                                       
Olmsted. In addition to Olmsted and Vaux’s work for Central Park and Prospect Park, and their unsuccessful 
advocacy for a greenway system to connect New York’s park spaces, they designed large parks and park systems for 
Boston, MA; Buffalo, NY; Louisville, KY; and Kansas City, MO. (Of these, Louisville and Kansas City are omitted 
from Rogers’s account). They also designed the residential community of Riverside, Illinois. 
68 Zaitzevsky, 1982, 51. 
69 For precedents to the Boston Arnold Arboretum, Zaitzevsky, 1982, does acknowledge, in addition to Olmsted’s 
unrealized plan for an arboretum in Central Park, H.W.S. Cleveland’s proposal for a Chicago boulevard system to be 
realized as an arboretum, 143-44. I discuss Cleveland’s proposal in detail in Chapter Five. 
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parks across the nation.70 Many other designers were important figures in the large parks 
movement, but whereas Olmsted made his name with the design of public parks and park 
systems, the others tended to be active on multiple professional fronts, and therefore they do not 
appear with such singular focus. Whether as a result of this or not, many of their designs have 
been lost to subsequent planning and development.  
For example, Horace William Shaler Cleveland (American, 1814-1900) was a farmer and 
engineer who assisted Olmsted and Vaux with the design for New York’s Prospect Park and 
succeeded them as the landscape architect of South Park in Chicago. Cleveland was an important 
advocate for Chicago’s system and went on to design park systems for Minneapolis and Omaha. 
He also planned a regional system for the Minneapolis-St. Paul area. In 1873 he published an 
influential book on parks and urban planning, Landscape Architecture Applied to the Wants of 
the West. George Edward Kessler (American, 1862-1923) designed park and boulevard systems 
for Indianapolis, Kansas City, and Memphis, and he contributed to the work on parks and park 
systems in a host of other cities. William Tishler’s edited volume on Midwestern landscape 
architecture history (2000) collects important essays on Cleveland, Jenney, and Kessler 
alongside studies on Adolph Strauch (1822-1883), Ossian Cole Simonds (1855-1931), Warren H. 
Manning (1860-1938), and Wilhelm Miller (1869-1938). All of these landscape architects were 
significant contributors to the large parks movement, but none are mentioned in the dominant 
narratives on the large parks movement.71 
According to Cranz, the large parks movement gave way around the turn of the century to 
what she terms the reform park movement, motivated by the goal of cultural assimilation and 
                                                
70 Ibid., 346-50. 
71 Tishler, 2000. 
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embodied in the field houses that she calls the “poor man’s club house.”72 These parks ranged in 
size from one to four square city blocks. As Cranz notes, “there’s no illusion that it’s in the 
countryside anymore—in this park there is symmetrical site planning and organization.”73 She 
dates this period from 1900-1930. It was succeeded by the recreational facility model (1930-
1965); the emphasis here was on the “facility” itself, be it a children’s playground, sports field, 
gymnasium, swimming pool, or a complex of these. This reflected the institutionalizing tendency 
that attended modernism more generally. Finally, the open space system model arose in 1965 and 
persists; this category includes components such as the tot lot, adventure playground, pocket 
park, and urban plaza, any of which can be fit into small spaces otherwise regarded as 
unusable.74 
The large parks movement unfolded before 1900, but its results continue to shape urban 
space and urban perception. Late-nineteenth-century pleasure ground parks require treatment by 
narratives other than those extolling the vision or agency of “great men.” Chicago produced an 
avid local park movement and realized a park and boulevard system that encompassed the city, 
but because the system materialized in pieces, administered by not one but three park 
commissions, it has received little attention as the overarching whole that it once was. Existing 
histories of Chicago’s park system that emphasize on the work of Jens Jensen amalgamate the 
great-man thread with a narrative of ecological performance: Jensen’s vision is acclaimed in 
large part for his early ecological awareness. But this is a narrative that has proven to be self-
limiting with regard to the Chicago parks. Anne Whiston Spirn dismisses Jensen’s contributions 
in this area. She explains that whereas “Olmsted imitated ‘natural scenery’ because he believed 
that contact with such scenery would improve human health,” Jensen’s agenda as “chauvinistic”: 
                                                




“Jensen emphasized visual appearance and the use of native plants; there was no underlying 
function of reclamation, flood control, and health. The fact that Jensen’s work and Olmsted’s 
resemble each other in visual appearance has led many later designers to confuse and conflate 
the intentions of these two quite dissimilar men.”75 Jensen’s ecological awareness has even been 
critiqued by several scholars as an expression of early-twentieth century strains of xenophobia 
and fascism. 76 
This dissertation proposes that there is a clear need to understand the history of large park 
landscape design beyond either the narrative of the individual designer’s vision or the social 
history in which so many late-nineteenth-century parks and park systems appear as footnotes. 
Chicago’s topography is virtually flat, devoid of opportunities for scenic overlook such as the 
heights Joseph Story celebrated at Mount Auburn. Yet in order to grasp the period cohesion of its 
1869 system, it is necessary to recognize its emergence not only as a device for producing 
liminal experiences, but also for sensing the city as a whole—at a glance, as it were. Examining 
the paradigmatic mode of landscape representation in the nineteenth century will help to 
elucidate the period significance this system. In order to prepare the ground for considering large 
parks as social and infrastructural systems of value that express the wider media culture in which 
systems of value are reflected and produced, it will be helpful to consider another spectacular 
form of cultural fabrication, the immersive “landscapes” produced inside nineteenth-century 
panoramas. 
 
The Panorama. Like the park landscape, the panorama’s effects were produced in part by 
confounding commonplace assumptions about the difference between pictures and places in 
                                                
75 Spirn, 1995, 107-108. 
76 See Gröening and  Wolschke-Buhlmann, 1992, and Gröening and Wolschke-Buhlmann, 2003. Their arguments 
have been refuted by Sørvig, 1994 and Egan and Tishler, 1999. 
 24 
order to induce liminal experiences. New words coalesce as containers for new ideas; in order to 
examine the ideas contained by the form and effect of the panorama, it will be instructive to 
reflect on some of the understandings borne by the word itself. Much as in the case of the word 
landscape, which emerged in the late sixteenth century to describe a new kind of painting—
painting that took the visible array itself, rather than individual objects, figures, or stories, as a 
viable objective for representation—so too the word panorama was coined to describe a new 
kind of picture. The OED’s first definition of panorama is “a picture of a landscape or other 
scene…arranged on the inside of a cylindrical surface to be viewed from a central position.”77 
The device’s unprecedented format and compelling effects demanded this new word with which 
to describe both the hybridity of the object and the sensations it aroused.  
Its first recorded use occurs in 1791, as a reference to a wildly popular 1787 invention by 
Robert Barker (Irish, 1739-1806). Barker’s invention consisted of a 360-degree round oil 
painting rendered at the scale of architecture in order to produce virtual experiences at the scale 
of landscape. Hung in a purpose-built rotunda, the painted landscape was designed to elide real 
space with pictorial space and appear to continue to the distant horizon. Through the 
coordination of optical effects with subtle somatic sensations, such a representation delivered a 
compelling sense of realism. Panoramas made visitors feel themselves bodily transported to the 
places they depicted. 
In order to accomplish this, panoramas necessarily also mediated perception of the urban 
environments in which they stood. They admitted and incorporated local daylight and air 
                                                
77 OED, “panorama,” http://www.oed.com/. The entry continues, “…(also called cyclorama), or unrolled or unfolded 
and made to pass before the spectator, so as to show the various parts in succession. Hence, more generally: any 
pictorial representation of a panoramic view.” Example: “Robert Barker exhibited the first panorama at Holyrood in 
1788 and subsequently at a building on Haymarket in 1789. Most early quots. refer to paintings exhibited by him 
(and later his son, Henry Aston Barker) in buildings on and around Leicester Square after 1792.” Miller, 1996, 
places the date of the word’s coinage one year later: it “was originally coined in 1792 in a notice in the London 
Times announcing the appearance of the new spectacle…,” 35. 
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movement even as they blocked out the visual experience of the surrounding urban context (fig. 
1.1). By producing illusions in this way, panoramas identified the cities in which they were 
shown as cosmopolitan, as if the city itself were directly connected to the places depicted, or at 
least directly connected to the international media phenomenon in which any given panorama 
participated. In the panorama’s wake arose a host of other immersive image formats and devices, 
including the diorama and the moving panorama. The invention was so influential that the word 
panorama was quickly generalized in three senses: to qualify actual places that afforded 
extensive views similar those experienced virtually; to denote especially horizontal paintings, 
drawings, and prints of such views; and to indicate comprehensive topical texts on any subject.78 
A look at the word’s deployment in art historical scholarship illustrates not only the term’s 
range of present and historical meanings but also its as yet unfulfilled potential as an historically 
specific term for visual analysis. Art historians have to date paid scant attention to panoramas, 
presumably because panoramas have been seen as popular media rather than as fine art, but the 
words “panorama” and “panoramic” are nevertheless often used to qualify two-dimensional 
works of art. These uses fall into three categories: general, suggestive, and specific. When the art 
historian Martha Hollander uses the word panoramic to describe Karel van Mander’s (Flemish, 
1548-1606) painting Dance Around the Golden Calf (1602), she overlays a term whose 
immersive implications lie outside the scope of her argument and would have informed neither 
the painter nor his audience, because neither the word nor the device for which it was coined had 
been invented yet.79 Hollander means that the painting’s ratio of height to width is especially 
                                                
78 See Bergmann, 1985, 134: “When developed into a vast number of particular cultural artifacts, illustrations and 
narratives called panoramas, the idea demonstrates the prevailing culture’s ability to control the experience of the 
rapidly changing city by imagining it as spectacle, as city-as-world rather than city in nature.” 
79 Hollander, 2002, 8. Hollander’s use of the word panorama reflects the metonymy that resulted in its most 
common present meaning. Panorama first means the round painting of place which the viewer must enter to 
perceive; then places themselves come to be called panoramas; finally a quality of sensory or intellectual experience 
comes to be known as a panorama. 
 26 
horizontal. The OED captures this present-day meaning with the synonym “oblong.”80 Hollander 
invokes the word as a general, ahistorical descriptor. 
Gina Crandall, a landscape historian with a background in art history, uses the word with 
somewhat more media specificity, and therefore suggestively, when she characterizes the views 
offered by a group of first-century BCE Roman frescoes of Homer’s Odyssey as “panoramic.”81 
She explains that the images are unified by their presentation of a “continuous prospect” 
characterized by “deep vistas” and “broad” dispositions.82 The frescoes “provide the illusion of 
an open and unconstrained landscape—the most extensive view we know of for the time.”83 If 
she stopped here, the word’s significance would still be relatively general. But then Crandall uses 
the word to describe fourth-century C.E. Greek stage screens whose continuous, broad, and deep 
views were deployed at a scale so large that they entirely blocked the audience’s view of the 
actual landscape beyond. Crandall’s repeated use of the word “panoramic” to make sense of 
these theatrical works invokes a number of the specific characteristics of the invention for which 
the word was eventually coined, and as such is suggestive of the latter medium. 
The suggestiveness of Crandall’s use of the word makes particular sense when considered in 
the light of her overarching argument that landscape perception, and landscape itself, is shaped 
by images.84 She invokes the word again when she describes Renaissance perceptions of 
landscape by recounting Petrarch’s (Italian, 1304-1374) storied mountain ascent (ca. 1336, 
possibly apocryphal) and examines Ambrogio Lorenzetti’s (Italian, ca. 1285–1348) painting The 
Good Government in the Country (1338-39). The words “panorama” and “panoramic” attend a 
                                                
80 “Oblong” is the OED’s third definition for “landscape.” I explore the full definition in Chapter Two. 
81 Crandall, 1993, 38. 
82 Ibid., 38-41. 
83 Ibid., 38. 
84 Ibid., 1. “In powerful ways, pictures influence, and perhaps even help to constitute, our perception of places.” 
Crandall,  
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view that is “somewhere between a picture-map and a bird’s-eye view.”85 In fact, all of the 
features Crandall identifies as “panoramic” inhere in actual panoramas; but she misleads when 
she implies, by citing panorama’s etymology as the joining of the Greek pan, meaning “all,” and 
horan, “to see,” that the word could have been used to interpret Lorenzetti’s painting in the time 
of it rendering.86 While it is true that the word was indeed coined by conjoining these syllables, 
that did not happen until the late eighteenth-century invention of the round panorama. Crandall’s 
thesis on the role of images in the cultural construction of landscape and nature could be 
elaborated to historical specificity by extending the panoramic thread to the actual medium of the 
panorama as it indexed nineteenth-century conceptions landscape and nature. 
If there was a word that described a cultural idea inhering in panoramic views in either 
antiquity or the Renaissance, Crandall does not offer it. But when art historian Angela Miller 
describes Thomas Cole’s (British-American, 1801-1848) View from Mount Holyoke (1835-6) as 
“panoramic,” she invokes a term with which the artist not only would have been familiar, but 
likely was influenced by. Her colleague Alan Wallach makes a persuasive case for reading the 
painting also known as The Oxbow as the index of a set perceptual conventions specifically 
derived from the workings of round panoramas.87 
Bernard Comment calls the panorama the prototypical phenomenon of the nineteenth 
century—its “signature.”88 If the panorama (which by the 1880s would come to be called 
“cyclorama” in order to distinguish it from the plethora of media that appropriated the name and 
immersive implications of the medium that inspired them) deployed perspective in an innovative 
                                                
85 Ibid., 73. Descriptions in quotation marks are Crandall’s words. The medium for which the word was coined does 
not figure in Crandall’s study, but she does allude to it, obliquely if not accidentally, when she writes “The city in 
this painting is the forerunner of today’s spectator, always looking out from itself—the center of the world,” 75. 
86 Ibid., 38. 
87 Miller, 1993, 44 and Wallach, 2010, esp. 89. 
88 Comment, 1999, 7: the book’s first sentence. 
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manner, it is worth emphasizing that it was its three-dimensional perspectival construction that 
was new. The panorama didn’t depend on special lenses, and as such is distinct from the magic 
lantern, photography, or cinema. It was a painting, composed in a new perspectival manner and 
deployed on an unprecedentedly large canvas that was lit by daylight and architecturally 
disposed to surround the viewer and thereby induce the optically and somatically convincing 
perception of deep landscape space. Typically 30 to 50 feet high, the 360-degree canvas was 
installed inside a custom-designed rotunda building such that a viewer standing on a platform at 
the center would feel transported to the place and time depicted, whether that was a faraway city, 
an historical battlefield, or at the site of biblical events. 
During the mid to late nineteenth century, standardized panorama rotundas appeared in cities 
across Europe, Australia, Japan, Canada, and the United States. By regulating their proportions, 
investors and operators could circulate canvases from city to city, reaching new audiences and 
maximizing profits. The first U.S. patent application for a “dioramic or panoramic structure” was 
granted in 1886 to Charles Henry Ritter, a Chicago panorama investor (fig. 1.2).89 At least six 
panorama rotundas operated in Chicago, but despite the formation of numerous local panorama 
corporations and the local production of canvases for markets are far away as Australia, 
Chicago’s activity as a center for panoramic production and consumption is neither examined 
nor acknowledged in any existing works of urban or media history.  
Scores, if not hundreds, of panoramas were mounted in purpose-built rotundas across the 
nineteenth-century United States. The three that survive span the two international waves of the 
panorama’s popular interest. Among them, none is curated in a manner that offers an historically 
accurate visitor experience. Rather, they reflect the respective media cultures in which they were 
                                                
89 Ritter, Patent No. 337,869, 1886. 
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most recently curated. As such, each contradicts a number of the effects it was designed to 
deliver.  
The earliest example, John Vanderlyn’s (American, 1775-1852) Palace and Gardens at 
Versailles, 1818-19 (currently housed in the Metropolitan Museum of Art) was painted about 
thirty years after Robert Barker’s invention, near the end of the first wave. An accomplished and 
highly regarded fine artist, Vanderlyn mounted his circular panoramic canvas on the upper level 
of a rotunda he built expressly to house his extensive collection of artworks on the first floor and 
a changing panorama exhibition on the second. Vanderlyn’s Rotunda, as it was known, was 
distinguishable from other early museums, such Gardiner Baker’s Tammany Museum or Reuben 
Peale’s Museum and Gallery of the Fine Arts, in that it was newly constructed for the express 
purpose of displaying artworks and it mounted only artworks, rather than a mix of artworks and 
other objects of social or natural historical interest.90 
Despite the Rotunda’s focus on painting and sculpture, it is rarely acknowledged as one of 
New York’s early art museums. This probably reflects the fact that art historians have until 
recently regarded the panoramic medium as a popular amusement, rather than as a genre of fine 
art. That Vanderlyn himself clearly did intend his panorama to be appreciated as a work of fine 
art is evident not only in his writings and advertisements but also in the very gesture of 
presenting it alongside his own internationally renowned paintings. Writing in 2014, visual 
culture historian Eric Robey argues that Vanderlyn’s artistic intentions were, paradoxically, part 
of the reason for the financial failure of his panoramic venture.91 
The panorama of the Battle of Atlanta, painted by F. W. Heine (German, 1845-1921) and 
August Lohr (German, 1842-1920) in 1887, is currently being rehoused in a new, purpose-built 
                                                
90 See Avery and Fodera, 1988, 19, and Howe, 1913, 2-6 and 76-84. 
91 Robey, 2014, 1-2 and 18.  
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rotunda in Atlanta.92 A new rotunda was required not solely because the ca. 1920 structure that 
long housed the panorama on a site just a few miles from its forthcoming (2018) location was not 
large enough to afford maintenance access to the back of the canvas, but also because the 
existing rotunda was heavily adapted in the 1960s to prioritize modern exhibition and 
transportation technology over period-appropriate effects.93 Equipped with a massive 
amphitheater-style array of seating, the former arrangement induced viewers to sit still while the 
entire “platform” rotated in 360 degrees. 
Paul Philippoteaux’s (French, 1846-1923) panorama of the Battle of Gettysburg (1884, the 
artist’s second version) is displayed at the Gettysburg Military Park in Gettysburg. Its 2007 
installation in a new purpose-built rotunda draws heavily on cinematic effects that, again, 
obscure its periodicity. Chapter Three details these anachronisms, and in so doing distills the key 
features of period panoramic experience. 
In the 1840s, round static panoramas gave way to the spectacle of linear moving panoramas. 
Operated much as life-sized filmstrips, the moving panorama dominated the American panorama 
market through the 1870s.94 Like the round panorama, the moving panorama conflated space 
with image, as, for example, when a number of Mississippi River panoramas were touted as scale 
renderings of the entire river on three or four or twelve miles of canvas. Between 1854 and 1862, 
the Chicago Daily Tribune reported local moving panorama presentations depicting the Atlantic 
crossing from Boston to London; a route along all the points of interest on the Missouri River; 
the Holy Land; the Kane Arctic Panorama; the New Testament; and Niagara.95 96 Moving 
                                                
92 The rehoused panorama is currently scheduled to open in Fall 2018; see “Atlanta Cyclorama,” 
http://www.atlantahistorycenter.com/explore/destinations/atlanta-cyclorama, accessed July 31, 2017. 
93 Based on my field research, and corroborated by my conversations with Dr. Gordon L. Jones, Senior Military 
Curator, Atlanta History Center. I elaborate on this in Chapter Three.  
94 See Huhtamo, 2013. 
95 “Hayne’s Panorama of a Voyage to Europe” at South Market Hall, 1854; “Gardner’s Dio-Panorama” at Kingsbury 
Hall, 1861; “Perrine’s Panorama of the Holy Land” at Kingsbury Hall, 1861; “The Kane Arctic Panorama” at 
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panoramas were immensely popular throughout the American Midwest, but scrolling them was 
hard on the fabric on which they were painted, and consequently almost none have survived.97 
Round panoramas resurged in the 1870s, first in Europe and then in the United States.98 In 
their shipment from city to city and across oceans, they reflected the new mutability of space and 
time wrought by advances in transportation and communications technologies. In 1875, 
Chicagoans read in the Daily Tribune of Parisian audience reactions to the round panorama of 
the Siege of Paris and then followed its progress in real time in articles tracking its shipment by 
wagon, rail carriage, and steamship from France to New York.99  
During the late nineteenth century, standardized panorama rotundas appeared in cities across 
Europe, Australia, Canada, and the United States. By regulating their proportions, investors and 
operators could move canvases from rotunda to rotunda in order to reach new audiences and 
maximize profits. By the mid-1880s, several panorama rotundas were open in Chicago. An 1887 
Chicago Daily Tribune headline promised that Bruno Piglhein’s (German, 1848-1894) panorama 
of Jerusalem and the Crucifixion, then on display in Munich, would soon come to the United 
States. This foretold not the canvas’s shipment across the ocean but rather the upcoming 
                                                                                                                                                       
Bryan’s lower hall, 1861; “The Panorama of the Bible” by J. Insco Williams at Kingsbury Hall, 1861; “Panorama of 
Niagara” by Mr. Frankenstein at Bryan Hall, 1862. These references merely scratch the surface of Chicago’s moving 
panorama history, a topic whose details lie outside this dissertation’s scope but that merits further attention. The 
moving panorama has been little studied because its thin muslin “canvas” would wear out with the constant motion 
of repeated presentations; few examples have survived.  
96 Chicago barely registers in the sole comprehensive study on moving panoramas by Huhtamo, 2013. 
97 See Briggs, forthcoming in 2018, on the recent (2014) discovery in Illinois of an intact, 525-foot mid-nineteenth-
century moving panorama of the New Testament that brings Huhtamo’s (2013) count of extant moving panoramas 
worldwide to 21. 
98 Only the turn-of-the-century invention of cinema would finally signal the panorama’s demise as its transporting 
effects were carried forward in a new, even-more-portable medium. 
99 “A Great Panorama,” Chicago Daily Tribune, 1875, 2. This article details the box that contained the rolled canvas, 
giving its dimensions (plausibly) at 50’ x 3’ x 3’, and explains that the sculptural objects composing the faux terrain 
(three dimensional foreground) were packed and shipped separately. 
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production by Piglhein’s team of artists, having by then relocated to the Chicago area, of a 
wholly new canvas of the same subject.100 
The popularity of this panorama and productions like it indicates a period appetite for seeing 
time and distance collapse. The author of the lengthy Tribune item about Piglhein’s Jerusalem 
extolls the panorama’s capacity to transport the visitor in both dimensions. This begins with a 
meditation on the scientific detachment with which the Munich canvas had been composed: 
A successful attempt has been made to reproduce the event and its surroundings on canvas in exactly the same 
manner in which they appeared to the disinterested beholder of the event itself. Professor Pinglheim’s [sic] 
“Crucifixion” may well be called a triumph of the realistic art school, because in reproducing a scene of such 
immense importance in the history of humanity, as was the execution of three condemned men on Golgotha, he 
and his colaborers [sic] have succeeded in avoiding every attempt at emphasizing the importance of the event in 
form or expression.101 
The hyperbole of these comments is cloaked by promises of a chronologically and 
topographically unbiased recreation of the event as it would have appeared to an (imaginary) 
observer. The writer argues that it is precisely the “objectivity” with which the panorama has 
been rendered that will transport the viewer to the geographic, topographic, and temporal site of 
the crucifixion: 
The panorama is indeed a masterly presentation, from a purely objective standpoint, of an event that according 
to the best obtainable sources existed and transpired within the sight of an observer placed at a distance of about 
1,000 feet from Golgotha and at the time when Jesus of Nazareth surrendered his spirit…The man who cannot 
think of Jesus and his followers without a halo of glory shining about their heads, finds more in this picture, 
although it is devoid of all the characteristics of the church paintings, to arouse his spirit of admiration, love, 
and worship for the founder of his religion than he ever discovered in any other representation of the scene, 
while the most absolute skeptic finds himself surprised into the admission that that which surrounded the scenes 
of Golgotha and the scene itself, contain, after all, more, worthy of his attention, than he had ever thought 
possible.102 
                                                
100 “Remarkable Panorama,” 1888, 3. Chicago’s involvement in panorama production and display is wholly absent 
from any published literature. I detail this activity and demonstrate its association with the city’s park boulevard 




That is, it is not artistic license, but rather the painting’s fidelity to topography that makes it 
compelling. As described, the painting placed the central event at some considerable distance 
from the viewer, so that it occupied a very small proportion of the overall canvas area. As such, 
the panorama would have been primarily a landscape view, and it was the landscape’s 
chorographic specificity that transported the viewer: 
Extensive researches in that country which still retains living traces and eloquent although dumb witnesses of 
the times represented, supported by a thorough topographical survey of the country forming the scene of the 
event, and an exhaustive study of all accessible records by competent and unprejudiced investigators, have 
made this panorama in form as well as conception, a perfect index to the times which produced and killed the 
greatest teacher of a pure humanity, of whom history knows. A reproduction of the Jerusalem of the Herodian 
age, accurate in every particular of architecture and scenic surroundings, a faithful representation of the scenes 
incident to the gathering of people from all over what was the world for the greatest religious feasts of the Jews, 
lead the eye of the beholder to a picture of the execution.103 
The article’s author asserts the panorama as a work of historical rather than religious or 
artistic significance, comparing it favorably with the partisan historical content of the battle 
panoramas so popular at the time of his or her writing: “The real secret of the success of this 
‘[illegible] panorama’—it is in fact an absolutely historical panorama, perhaps more so than 
some of the battle panoramas depicting modern events, which are always treated so as to please 
the pride and vanity of the locality in which they are exhibited.”104 Finally, the author describes 
the panorama as a “resurrection” of the Jerusalem of old: 
The student of theology as well as of history and all other sciences connected with the growth and development 
of humanity finds in the painting a wealth of material for study, bearing so unmistakably the stamp of truth that 
he feels grateful to an enterprise which has resurrected, so to speak, the Jerusalem of old, and brought back to 
apparent life the people that surged through her streets and moved on the numberless roads leading to this 
always interesting centre [sic] of what will always be considered [a] very old, if not the oldest, civilization.105 





Although hyperbole and boosterism pervade these comments, they nevertheless register the 
period sense that geographic and temporal distances were collapsing. This sensibility was 
endemic to a nineteenth-century condition of exponential urban growth and dramatic advances in 
transportation and communications technologies. Panoramas described a world in motion. In 
addition to their transporting effects—suddenly, almost instantaneously, one could depart 
familiar geography and be “in” the Swiss Alps, or “on” the site of a decisive historical battle—
movement was inscribed on other levels. The panorama’s shipment across countries and oceans 
indexed a world that was itself in the process of being perceptually re-proportioned by 
transportation and communications technologies. As the enormous canvases were circulated 
from one rotunda to another, it seemed as though landscapes themselves were moving. And 
although the panorama canvas was itself displayed as a still (not moving) artifact, the experience 
of the panorama was anything but still. At the heart of the panorama’s virtual effect was its 
accommodation for the viewer to walk around inside it. Far from weakening the impression of 
place, the visitor’s bodily movement actually heightened that impression.106 
Writing in his compendious account of panorama history, The Panorama: History of a Mass 
Medium (1997), Stephan Oettermann characterizes attempts to fix the identity of the panorama’s 
inventor to any specific individual as “rumors.” He explains that the medium arose not as the 
singular vision of any individual but rather as a response on the part of a variety of scholar-
imagemakers working in Europe and the United States to representational questions surrounding 
“geognosy,” or the earth sciences, which in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries 
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round panorama captures landscape’s accommodation of bodily movement, if in a limited space—the space of the 
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comprised cartography, biology, geology, and geography.107 I explore the panorama’s 
registration of geognostic representation in popular conceptions of landscape in Chapter Three. 
Denise Oleksijczuk organizes a critical account of panoramic imaging around issues of vision 
and imperial power in The First Panoramas: Visions of British Imperialism (2011). Oleksijczuk 
focuses on Robert and Henry Aston Barker’s panoramas as they record the formation and 
transformation of spectatorial subjectivity. Oleksijczuk’s argument that the panorama generated 
new shared realities informs my thesis that the medium shaped material awareness of the 
physical world and that this awareness was reified in the design of new urban park landscapes. 
Oliver Grau offers a structuralist account of immersion as a continuum from fresco paintings 
to virtual reality. He calls the round panorama the most sophisticated articulation of the 
illusionism of painting in general. For Grau, immersion means the varied yet continuous ways 
artists seek to use realistic representations to transport viewers from where they are to another 
place.108 Drawing on Grau’s definitions of immersion and transportingness, I add nineteenth-
century urban park landscapes to the temporal and material continuum of virtual media. 
Richard Altick's Shows of London (1978) and Ralph Hyde’s Panoramania: Art and 
Entertainment of the All-embracing View (1988) take encyclopedic approaches to the panorama, 
registering not just the round form but all of the medium’s offshoots. Hyde’s work, like 
Oettermann’s, was published in association with an exhaustive museum exhibition. More 
recently, the exhibition J’Aime les Panoramas: S’Approprier le Monde (2015), mounted by the 
Rath Museum, one of the Musées d’Art et d’Histoire de Genève, took an even broader and 
deeper look at the media phenomenon generated by the invention of the panorama. The resulting 
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publication offers an exhaustive survey of panoramic media spanning two and a half centuries, 
from the 1780s to the present.109  
J’aime les Panoramas’s intellectual approach to the panoramic medium recalls the thematic 
treatment advanced by Dolf Sternberger in his ca. 1935 book Panorama, oder, Ansichten vom 
19. Jahrhundert, translated into English in 1977 as Panorama of the Nineteenth Century and 
subsequently compared favorably with Walter Benjamin’s Arcades Project for its authoritative, 
interdisciplinary approach to cultural history. In a series of topical essays, art historian Alan 
Wallach provides more recent scholarly precedents for the present study’s association of 
panoramic media with landscape design and experience.110 
 
Park, Panorama, and Spectacle. The body of existing literature on the nineteenth-century 
panorama establishes the medium as a defining expression not only of period media culture but 
also of period understandings of landscape, nature, and geography. But what might be the 
significance of the large parks movement’s emergence in a media culture dominated by the 
panorama? In order to sense the presence of the past in parks such as those located on Chicago’s 
west side, it is instructive to consider them in light of the definition of landscape as a cultural 
product constituted by the confluence of space with image. That confluence is marked by the 
culture of spectacle. 
Numerous scholars trace the emergence of the culture of spectacle to the nineteenth century. 
French Marxist theorist Guy Debord locates the origins of the “society of the spectacle” in an age 
“which prefers the sign to the thing signified, the copy to the original, representation to reality, 
                                                
109 See J’aime les Panoramas, 2015. 
110 Wallach, 2010; Wallach, 2005; Wallach, 1996; Wallach, 1990. 
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the appearance to the essence.”111 He delivers 221 short theses, or aphorisms, on spectacle, 
including: “The spectacle is not a collection of images, but a social relation among people, 
mediated by images” (thesis 4) and “The spectacle grasped in its totality is both the result and the 
project of the existing mode of production” (thesis 6).112 The production and consumption of 
images is one of the central mechanisms in the production of a cultural condition of spectacle. 
Susan Tenneriello notes that Debord understands spectacle as a product of the capital 
“conglomeration” that emerges in the nineteenth century.113 She defines media spectacle as a 
subset of media culture: “media spectacles are those phenomena of media culture that ‘embody 
contemporary society’s basic values, serve to initiate individuals into its way of life, and 
dramatize its controversies and struggles, as well as its modes of conflict resolution.’”114 
Landscape is a media spectacle. In her book Spectacle Culture and American Identity, 1815-
1940 (2013), Tenneriello correlates landscape with popular media in order to produce an 
“analysis on the immersive sensibilities of spectacle in nineteenth- and early twentieth-century 
mass culture.”115 Panoramas and dioramas are central exemplars in her presentation of “the 
changing American landscape as a fluid ‘scene space’”116 in which “spectacle mediums shaped, 
and were shaped by, the larger social, economic, and political forces of the day.”117 And 
although Tenneriello does not frame her argument by remarking on this point, all ten of the 
visual works she chooses to illustrate her study on spectacle culture and nineteenth-century 
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American identity are landscape studies that are panoramic in both format and effect.118 The 
body of her evidence suggests that panoramic media have something important to tell us about 
American understandings of nature and landscape in the period. 
Annabel Wharton defines spectacle as “a performance that demands attention, but refuses 
reciprocity; it is a display that avoids local content, but produces a local effect. Spectacle is 
politics or ideology that pretends to be entertainment; it is the theatrical figuration of capital and 
an expression of its excesses.”119 This understanding grounds Selling Jerusalem: Relics, 
Replicas, Theme Parks (2006), in which Wharton examines a chronological selection of media 
expressions of Jerusalem in order to reflect on Western reception of that city as a medium of 
power.120 She studies the spatial control of Jerusalem over a period of several centuries not 
through military usurpation or pilgrimage but through the “less ambitious, more expedient 
possession of Jerusalem in the form of its proxies—relics, replicas, reproductions.”121  
Wharton focuses on nineteenth-century visual culture in the fourth chapter, “Mechanically 
Reproduced Jerusalem: Entrepreneurs and Tourists.”122 The panorama is of central importance to 
a chapter that addresses nineteenth-century representations of Jerusalem as vehicles for financial 
speculation. Wharton compares Jeremy Bentham’s Panopticon with Robert Barker’s panorama: 
both invented in 1787, the two devices deployed remarkably similar visual methods for 
delivering new modes of sensory access which, she argues, coalesced power in architecture, 
rather than the viewing subject: 
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The Panopticon allows control of the social margins of the state; the Panorama offers surveillance of its actual 
or potential territorial edges. In both cases, however, power resides in the structure, not the viewer. Both 
apparatuses coerce the observer as well as the object of observation. Both structures physically contain the 
“inspector.” The observer’s authority, her subjecthood, is illusory—with the Panorama, literally, and with the 
Panopticon, politically. Only the power of the machine—the building—is absolute. These structures present a 
metaphor of the evolving capitalist economy: the entrepreneurial classes, like the laboring ones, were both 
regulated by a new economic system—capitalism—that, once constructed, had its own internal logic.123 
Wharton’s research is important to the present study as a precedent that establishes the power 
of panoramic media to shape the cultural landscape. Walter Benjamin addresses visuality and 
spectacle as they produce the cultural landscape and the built environment in his epic study of 
the Parisian arcades that were constructed between 1822 and 1837. A key term in Benjamin’s 
analysis of the mediated space of the arcades is “phantasmagoria,” which he defines as “a 
consumer item in which there is no longer anything that is supposed to remind us how it came 
into being. It becomes a magical object, insofar as the labor stored up in it comes to seem 
supernatural and sacred at the very moment when it can no longer be recognized as labor.”124 
Benjamin’s formulation echoes Wharton’s indication of spectacle’s refusal of local content even 
as it produces local effects. Like the spectacle, the phantasmagoria evades reflection on its 
origins. It is enacted by a host of cultural products, ranging from the magic lantern to the primary 
object of Benjamin’s concern, the arcades.  
The word phantasmagoria arises early in The Arcades Project, and Benjamin uses it 
elastically and prolifically, but before even his first mention of it, he holds up the exemplar of the 
panorama as a key to understanding both the arcades and the phantasmagoria. 125 Benjamin’s first 
Exposé of 1935 introduces the arcades with a meditation titled “Fourier, or the Arcades.” This is 
immediately followed by the second Exposé, titled “Daguerre, or the Panoramas,” in which 
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Benjamin explains that the arcades’ emergence in the 1820s coincides with height of popular 
interest in panoramic media: 
Just as architecture, with the first appearance of iron construction, begins to outgrow art, so does painting, in its 
turn, with the first appearance of the panoramas. The high point in the diffusion of panoramas coincides with the 
introduction of arcades. One sought tirelessly, through technical devices, to make panoramas the scenes of the 
perfect imitation of nature. An attempt was made to reproduce the changing daylight in the landscape, the rising 
of the moon, the rush of waterfalls. [Jacques Louis] David counsels his pupils to draw from nature as it is shown 
in panoramas.126 
He continues, “Announcing an upheaval in the relation of art to technology, panoramas are at 
the same time an expression of a new attitude toward life…in panoramas, the city opens out, 
becoming landscape—as it will do later, in subtler fashion, for the flâneurs.”127 Benjamin argues 
that panoramas and arcades participate in the same visual culture, and that this can be discerned 
by recognizing that panoramas are a more explicit, even diagrammatic, version of the arcades, 
while the arcades constitute a larger, more distributed iteration of the panorama. As evidence for 
this point, he quotes an Illustrated Guide to Paris that describes the passage (arcade) as offering 
“a city, a world in miniature”—which is, Benjamin argues, exactly the same thing panoramas 
offer. 128 He shows that panoramas presaged world exhibitions, and only then does he introduce 
his concept of the phantasmagoria: 
World exhibitions glorify the exchange value of the commodity. They create a framework in which its use value 
recedes into the background. They open a phantasmagoria in which a person enters in order to be distracted. 
The entertainment industry makes this easier by elevating the person to the level of the commodity. He 
surrenders to its manipulations while enjoying his alienation from himself and others.129 
Debord, Tenneriello, Wharton, and Benjamin all frame studies of media culture by tracing 
the nineteenth-century emergence of spectacle. The latter three are explicit in using the panorama 
and its relation to landscape as a key exemplar in that emergence. In the fourth case, 
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Benjamin’s, the connection is separated by one degree; rather than discuss landscape directly, he 
examines the arcades, which are themselves a hybrid construct of landscape and architecture. 
The association these thinkers have established grounds the present study’s thesis that the large 
public parks and park systems that emerged over the course of the nineteenth century in Britain, 
France, and in particular, the United States, occupy one vector of an expanded field that 
comprises the landscape-image complex. 
 
GOALS AND METHODS. Chicago’s urban existence emerged over the course of a mere forty 
years, increasing from a population of 100 at the time of its white settlement in 1830 to nearly 
300,00 by 1870 and then tripling to 1.1 million by 1890.130 Its 1869 park system stands as an 
illustration of the culture of spectacle that attended the city’s explosive growth during that 
period. As the system was constructed over the succeeding twenty-five years, 1870-1895, the 
city participated in the second international wave of popular interest in the panorama. The city 
emerged between the panorama’s two phases of international influence and during the time in 
which related panoramic modes of representation dominated the media landscape. That is, 
although Chicago’s panoramas appeared after the city’s park system was initiated, this 
dissertation interprets the large parks movement in general, and Chicago’s park and boulevard 
system in particular, as an expression of values and sensibilities formed in the broader context of 
spectacle culture and panoramic media. 
The culture of spectacle has not receded from American society, but today the West Parks do 
not seem spectacular. Rather, they are perceived by turns as naturalistic, quotidian, and abject. 
Some of Douglas Park’s curving interior carriage roads have been blocked off for use as a 
designated parking area for a nearby hospital. The northeastern section, which comprises the 
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park’s most historically intact expression of gardenesque plantings, water features, and grading, 
functions as an open-air opioid market.131 In many ways, the four parks function as great back 
yards, incorporating both the material variety and the quasi-privacy that urban back yards 
comprise. That they emerged as a landscape iteration of the nineteenth-century culture of 
spectacle is perceivable in a few places, but hard to grasp overall. And yet, because the 
spectacular comprises, by definition, relationships of inside and out, of stage and backstage, of 
captivating effect and the hidden mechanisms that deliver that effect, its obsolete workings are, 
in a sense, hidden in plain sight. 
The innovation of the present study lies in addressing panoramic media and park landscapes 
as related iterations of the culture of spectacle that attended the nineteenth century more 
generally. Examining the visual-media culture in which Chicago’s park and boulevard system 
emerged makes it possible to think beyond the limitations of the vision or agency of parks’ 
makers and to describe the larger relationship between period visual and media culture and the 
formation of urban space. The dissertation addresses four questions: 
• What is the visual/media cultural context in which large nineteenth-century park 
landscapes emerged in Europe and the United States? 
• What role did popular visual media play in conceiving, designing, and/or promoting park 
landscapes in the period? 
• To what extent is that relationship expressed in Chicago, where the inland (non-lakefront) 
parks don’t otherwise appear to offer a clear sense of the surrounding urban fabric’s 
history? 
• How does discerning a relationship between urban landscape and popular media 
contribute to understanding nineteenth-century conceptions of nature and culture? 
• What might this mean for interpreting and curating large historic park landscapes today? 
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In order to frame these questions, I have located silences in park and panorama literature that, 
to date, overlap very little, yet bear shared relevance. I have diagrammed this in figs. 1.3-1.5. We 
begin with two squares—park on the left, panorama on the right—in fig. 1.3. There is a space in 
between. On three sides of park there are knowns. Counterclockwise from the top: commerce 
(real estate); culture (acculturation; cultural nationalism); nature (Transcendentalism; ecology; 
health; hygiene).132 The right side is blank. On three sides of panorama appear another set of 
knowns. Clockwise from the top: commerce (showmanship); empire (imperial age); natural 
history (geognosy; virtual geographic and temporal travel; edification). The fourth side is blank. 
In this diagram, park and panorama face each other along their blank sides. This blankness 
indicates their liabilities and failures, which are largely omitted from their respective historical 
and critical literatures. 
Figure 1.4 fills this blankness with a list of the literatures’ respective omissions. For parks, 
this includes the poverty and crime which began to accumulate around many such spaces even as 
early as the turn of the twentieth century; their rapid formal and social obsolescence; their 
present incompleteness as historical objects; and the present perception of them as ordinary and 
artificial. For panoramas, omissions from the literature include their present perceived cultural 
triviality; their media obsolescence since ca. 1900; their material fragility; consequently, their 
material and critical absence and loss; and, related to this, their perceived artificiality. These 
liabilities suggest that parks and panoramas have something in common. Can this commonality 
be addressed in a way that adds to both topical literatures? 
Figure 1.5 fills the diagram’s gap: parks and panorama share associations with spectacle, 
immersion, transportingness, and urban formation. The present study addresses the research 
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questions framed above by turning toward this lacuna. Hans Bergmann’s comments confirm the 
viability of such a strategy: 
Ideological power is the power to explain. History presents things that need to be explained, events and facts 
that do not seem to fit what has been thought, and the ideology of a culture is responsible for expounding the 
new in a way that does not disrupt the class in power. Ideologemes are the usable units of ideology, protoforms 
that can be developed into illustrations and narratives. The idea of seeing New York as a whole sight is an 
ideologeme of (at least) the period 1845-60 in the United States. When developed into a vast number of 
particular cultural artifacts, illustrations and narratives called panoramas, the idea demonstrates the prevailing 
culture’s ability to control the experience of the rapidly changing city by imagining it as spectacle, as city-as-
world rather than city in nature.133 
Frederic Jameson coined the term ideologeme in order to study the ideas that motivate 
cultures.134 His logic derives from linguistics: ideologeme echoes the terms for the smallest units 
of linguistics, phonemes and morphemes. An ideologeme exists at the level “the smallest usable 
unit in the ideological system.”135 Bergmann identifies the notion of seeing the entire city as a 
“usable” unit of nineteenth-century ideology—that is, as an ideologeme. He finds its expression 
in panoramas of various sorts, including round panoramas, moving panoramas, dioramas, 
lithographed bird's-eye views, journalistic narratives, popular fiction, poetry, and city guide 
books.136 
The present study treats the landscapes of the large parks movement as expressions of the 
same ideologeme: parks are “particular cultural artifacts” that “demonstrat[e] the prevailing 
culture’s ability to control the experience of the rapidly changing city by imagining it as 
spectacle, as city-as-world rather than city in nature.”137 Chapter Two elaborates the study’s 
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theoretical framework. The landscapes of the large parks movement are affiliated with the virtual 
landscapes found in panoramic media by their shared expression of a condition Martin 
Heidegger defines as the “age of the world picture” and Timothy Mitchell frames as the “world-
as-exhibition.”138 In this condition, which emerges in the nineteenth century and persists today, 
landscapes and even the world itself are understood as if they were images. If, as Dennis 
Cosgrove argues, “landscape is a way of seeing,” landscape in the age of the world picture is 
rooted not just in visuality but a visuality defined by immersive representation.139 Chapter Two 
reviews the foundational literature of visual studies, reflects on how landscape studies have 
assimilated its methods, and presents the expanded field diagram as an intellectual method for 
applying visual theory, including psychoanalysis, in studies of the built environment.  
Chapter Three examines the visual-media cultural context in which large nineteenth-century 
park landscapes emerged in Europe and the United States. It identifies the immersive aspects of 
landscape experience and representation, describes the workings of panoramic media in 
mechanical and perceptual detail, and establishes the landscape significance and cultural 
pervasiveness of the panoramic ideal. I elaborate on the definition of landscape as the interplay 
of space with image and frame panoramic media as a cultural idea with landscape implications. 
In order to explain how panoramas coordinate painting, sculpture, and architecture to produce 
immersive experiences, I review fieldwork conducted in a set of extant examples of period 
panoramas and compare my findings on structure, curation, and effects with period description 
of these features in historical documents. On this basis, I identify the qualities that define 
panoramic and immersive representations—that is, representations that grapple with the 
circumambient array. Then I examine the necessary but insufficient role of two-dimensional 
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graphics in producing panoramic experience. Finally I consider the cultural pervasiveness of the 
panoramic idea, including its reflection in nineteenth-century conceptions of nature and 
geography. The chapter demonstrates the reach of the panorama’s influence and its significance 
for period popular understandings of landscape space and place. 
Chapter Four shows that both the concept of the panorama and the graphic strategies 
associated with it informed designs for and representations of new urban public parks, including 
Calton Hill in Edinburgh (1724-1775), Regent’s Park in London (1811-1835), Central Park in 
New York City (1857-1873), and the Second Empire parks and boulevards of Paris (1852-1870). 
It reinterprets four well-known images of park landscapes by showing that they are formatted in 
a manner that is graphically and conceptually motivated by the specialized workings of 
panoramic media. As an introduction, it demonstrates that the common usage of the word 
“panorama” in the titles of printed travel guides referenced public awareness of the panorama’s 
virtual transporting effects. Then it considers Edinburgh’s Calton Hill, a public park that offered 
(and continues to offer) 360-degree views of the city. Designated in 1724 as one of Britain’s first 
public parks, it required few design interventions to curate its landscape interest, and its 
immersive views were the site for and subject of the invention of the panorama in 1787. A pair 
of 16 and 17-foot-wide panoramic watercolor renderings with which John Nash accompanied his 
first (1811) proposed plan for London’s Regent’s Park were panoramic not just in the present 
general sense of the word as “wide horizontals” but were drawn in direct reference to the popular 
two-dimensional graphics that explicated round panoramas. John Bachmann’s 1859 circular 
view of Manhattan, to date treated as a mysterious outlier in his oeuvre, is formatted in specific 
accordance with a second kind of explanatory panorama graphic. Finally Alphand’s massive 
two-volume inventory of his designs for the Parisian park and boulevard system, Les 
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Promenades de Paris (1869-73), and in particular, his design for Parc des Buttes Chaumont, are 
interpreted as direct expressions of panoramic sensibilities. These case studies confirm that the 
nineteenth-century large parks movement unfolded in a cultural context that was motivated by 
the appetites and effects of spectacle culture in general and panoramic imaging in particular. 
Chapter Five investigates the extent to which this relationship affected Chicago, where the 
inland, non-lakefront portions of the 1869 park-boulevard system don’t appear to offer a clear 
sense of the surrounding urban fabric’s history. The chapter charts the development of Chicago’s 
1869 park-boulevard system alongside the city’s unrecognized activity as a center for panoramic 
production and consumption in order to show that the system functioned as a panoramic device 
for seeing the city as a whole. Chicago’s activity as a site of panoramic production and 
consumption, has never before figured in any literature on urban or media history. The 
fabrication of Chicago’s inland park landscapes on a tabula rasa of dead-flat terrain in a region 
from which Native residents had recently been expelled in order to organize the white settlement 
that would shortly unfold there corresponds with the representational objectives of spectacle 
culture in general and panoramic media in particular. Panoramic references appear in early 
advocacy for Chicago’s park system, in news coverage of the system’s construction, and in the 
use of the park system to graphically organize “panoramic” maps of the city. There were at least 
two well-publicized proposals for siting panoramas in the parks themselves. Together, Chapters 
Four and Five show that park landscapes and panoramic media were related in practice as well as 
perception, and were understood as such by citizens and visitors. These findings indicate that 
Chicago’s system constitutes an important precedent to the 1893 World’s Fair that exemplifed 
the cultural condition of the “world-as-exhibition.”  
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Chapter Six uses psychoanalytical and post-structural visual theory to reflect on the 
dissertation’s implications for understanding period constructions of nature and culture and to 
theorize the study’s significance for interpreting and curating large historic park landscapes 
today. Expanded field diagrams (EFDs) are useful for representing the relations among 
phenomena conventionally thought to be unrelated, and in so doing can define new critical 
frameworks for organizing formerly intractable subject matter. Rosalind Krauss broke new 
ground in 1979 when she deployed an EFD to accommodate works of art that had proven 
resistant to Modernist interpretation (fig. 1.6). The terms “landscape” and “architecture” form the 
complex axis of an expanded field that incorporates site construction, Conceptual art, Land art, 
and traditionally defined sculpture. 
An EFD works when the terms comprising the complex axis constitute a productive binary. 
In Krauss’s diagram (fig. 1.6), architecture is to landscape as figure is to ground.140 In figure 1.7, 
I have drawn the expanded field of the nineteenth-century landscape-picture complex. This 
diagram’s thesis, that landscape and picture comprise a binary, is based on the definition of 
landscape as land and space plus image. The complex axis of any EFD forms a relationship that 
can be expressed semantically as both/and.141 That which is both landscape and picture is 
typified by the conventions of English landscape gardening, which I have expressed as the 
picturesque.  
                                                
140 Likening architecture/landscape to figure/ground reproduces a fundamentally flawed misunderstanding of 
landscape as emptiness, a point to which I will return. The comparison is derived from Krauss’s own work; she 
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defined the landscape-architecture complex and indeed any complex in an EFD. Ponte’s argument is most useful as 
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To avoid the landscape=ground trap, we must keep in mind that the EFD distributes a set of binaries.  
141 The explanatory annotations in figs. 1.7 and 1.8 are derived from Krauss, 1979. Krauss does not annotate her 
diagrams in this way, but she does express these relationships in her text. 
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The vertical axes or “schema” of an EFD are formed by pairing the upper term with its 
semantic opposite. Not-landscape and not-picture are the semantic negatives of landscape and 
picture. Although these pairs seem to express contradictions, much as landscape and picture form 
an opposition, an EFD considers this relationship in terms of the word “yet.” I have expressed 
that which is landscape yet not-landscape as Park: it is a real place, and yet it is a representation. 
I have expressed that which is a picture and yet not a picture as Panorama: a kind of picture that 
is experienced, in a significant way, as a real place.  
The lower, neuter axis of an EFD expresses a relationship of neither/nor. In the post-
structural and psychoanalytical vernacular of the EFD, the neuter axis expresses the unconscious 
or repressed content of the complex and its schemas. Sculpture is the repressed content of 
Krauss’s 1979 EFD of the landscape-architecture complex. She cites Barnett Newman’s famous 
quip that sculpture was what you bumped into when you backed up to look at a painting.142 The 
EFD in fig. 1.7 asks, what is the unconscious or repressed content of the landscape-picture 
complex? 
The Freudian concept of the uncanny is important to Krauss’s argument. Sigmund Freud 
(Austrian, 1856-1939) described the sensation that arises when the repressed returns to conscious 
awareness with the word unheimlich, which translates as unhomely or uncanny.143 But although 
Freud framed his canonical 1919 theory of the uncanny as though it were unburdened by any 
existing literature, in fact it was preceded in an important way by the 1906 work of a German 
psychologist, Ernst Jentsch (1867-1919), whose theory of the uncanny informs my use of the 
expanded field diagram. Jentsch framed the uncanny as a condition of uncertainty about whether 
a thing is alive or not, writing,  
                                                
142 Krauss, 1979, 34-6. 
143 Freud, 2003 [1919], 124. 
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Among all the psychical uncertainties that can become an original cause of the uncanny feeling, there is one in 
particular that is able to develop a fairly regular, powerful, and very general effect: namely, doubt as to whether 
an apparently living being is animate and, conversely, doubt as to whether a lifeless object may not in fact be 
animate—and more precisely, when this doubt only makes itself felt obscurely in one’s consciousness.144 
Both Jentsch and Freud used popular media to illustrate their arguments. Freud referenced 
“The Sandman,” an 1817 short story by E. T. A. Hoffmann. Jentsch looked to immersive media, 
writing, “the unpleasant impression is well known that readily arises in many people when they 
visit collections of wax figures, panopticons, and panoramas.”145 According to Jentsch, it was 
precisely the visitor’s experience of indecision as to whether the landscape was real that made a 
panorama compelling. The concept of the uncanny is useful for interpreting and curating 
landscapes designed when panoramic media were ascendant. The wonder associated with 
Chicago’s inland parks when they were new was related to the wonder that accrued in immersive 
media. 
On the basis of this argument, I characterize the neuter, repressed axis of the landscape-
picture complex as the “panoramic uncanny” (fig. 1.8), a condition consonant with Michael 
Baxandall’s formulation of the “cognitive styles” that define a “period eye.”146 The panorama 
made visitors sense the presence of the place (or time) it represented and left them feeling ever 
after as though they’d been there—even though they knew (intellectually) that they hadn’t. 
Similarly, Chicago’s inland parks reshaped the perceived “nature” of the Illinois prairie, and they 
belonged, in at least one sense, to no one, inasmuch as they were built after Native residents were 
expelled and before their environs were resettled. In both ways, the parks were unhomely, and 
have remained so, never really belonging to the communities by whom they are surrounded. 
Defining the panoramic uncanny rounds out the expanded field of the landscape—picture 
                                                
144 Jentsch, 1906, 11. 
145 Ibid., 12. 
146 Baxandall, 1988 [1972]. 
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complex. But in order to activate this insight for interpreting landscapes today, we need to look 
deeper into the neuter axis. Chapter Six introduces a new EFD that plumbs the content of the 
repressed term (panoramic uncanny) in order to explore the shared obsolescence of nineteenth-
century parks and panoramas. 
Interpreting large nineteenth-century urban parks as landscape expressions of a period 
panoramic sensibility in which place was a visually-construed entity goes some way toward 
explaining how they have come to function as barriers between demographically distinct 
communities: they are walls, insomuch as their disposition is based on producing optical and 
somatic distance. The panorama’s effects belied the curving walls that supported the perspectival 
canvases that were their main interest—but the wall was there, all the same. By shutting out the 
city, and in effect defining it as not-natural, parks worked to limit the definition of nature in a 
manner that is rooted in pictures and picture theory. By recognizing the pictorial and mediated 
underpinnings of this landscape type, we can simultaneously gain an historical perspective on 
these works of constructed nature, begin to sense them as people of the late nineteenth-century 
might have, and reflect on how our current digital tools for seeing and feeling the world around 
us might be shaping our perception and even our construction of the built environment of the 
future. 
My research methods arise in response to methods employed by the literature of my 
theoretical framework. From the works of Martin Heidegger and Timothy Mitchell I derive an 
intellectual method based on the concept of the world-as-exhibition. A second set of methods 
derive from critical visual studies. A third range of methods derive from expanded field studies, 
which while arguably a subset of the preceding category is important enough to my conclusions 
that it deserves its own mention. All three categories synthesize etymological and semantic 
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study, iconographic analysis, formal analysis, textual analysis, and spatial analysis. These 
methods are threaded throughout the chapters and inform close readings of the perceptual 
workings of image and space. The following rubric condenses the chapters’ objectives, strategy, 
theoretical framework, methods, and significance. 
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FIRST OBJECTIVE: Describe the visual/media cultural context in which large nineteenth-
century park landscapes emerged in Europe and the United States (Chapter Three) 
 
Strategy:  Describe the immersive nature of landscape perception; describe the workings of 
panoramic media; establish the landscape significance of panoramic media and 
cultural pervasiveness of such media. 
 
Theory:  Visual/media culture reflects and shapes perception and action. Landscape design 
is, in part, a representational practice. Heidegger, 2002; T. Mitchell, 1989; Casey, 
2002; Krauss, 1979; Krauss, 1994. 
 
Methods:  Describe and interpret a landscape site, an extant panorama that represents it, and 
the relationship between them; describe and interpret panorama patents; conduct 
field work in a set of extant period panoramas, and on that basis, compare 
materiality and experience in extant panoramas with patent descriptions; describe 
the interpretive panorama graphics known as “keys” and explain their role in 
producing immersive experiences; identify panoramic references in geognostic 
texts and images. 
 
Significance:  Panoramic media shaped popular understandings of landscape space and place. 
 
 
SECOND OBJECTIVE: Demonstrate the role of panoramic representation in advocating, 
designing, and promoting park landscapes in the nineteenth century (Chapter Four) 
 
Strategy:  Identify the use of panoramic images to advocate, design, and promote key park 
sites in nineteenth-century Europe and the United States. 
 
Theory:  Panoramas were inspired by landscapes with immersive qualities, and in turn they 
motivated the design and perception of new landscapes with immersive qualities. 
 
Methods:  Identify the use of panoramically-formatted images in the advocacy for, design of, 
and promotion of key park landscapes in Europe and the United States by 
analyzing popular images of parks. 
 
Significance:  The nineteenth-century large parks movement took shape in a cultural context that 
was motivated by the appetites and effects of spectacle culture in general and 
immersive media in particular. 
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THIRD OBJECTIVE: Trace this relationship in Chicago, where the inland, non-lakefront 
parks don’t appear to offer a clear sense of the surrounding urban fabric’s history 
(Chapter Five) 
 
Strategy:  Trace the coeval emergence of the 1869 park-boulevard system and panoramic 
media in Chicago. 
 
Theory:  Chicago was founded and built during the “age of the world picture” (Heidegger). 
Chicago’s 1893 World’s Columbian Exposition embodies the condition of the 
“world-as-exhibition” (T. Mitchell), but the 1869 park system has been seen as 
extraneous to that narrative. 
 
Methods:  Identify panoramic references in texts and graphics associated with the Chicago’s 
park-boulevard system and trace similar references in panoramic maps. Distill the 
history of panorama production and display from newspaper articles, business 
guides, travel guides, and incorporation records. 
 
Significance:  The city’s organization by an encircling park-boulevard system reflects 
panoramic strategies and shows that the non-lakefront parks’ decline, which 
began before the turn of the twentieth century, parallels the obsolescence of 




FOURTH OBJECTIVE: Develop a theoretical, interpretive, and curatorial framework for 
seeing historic landscapes as period visitors might have (Chapter Six) 
 
Strategy:  Place landscape images alongside actual landscapes on a continuum of 
representational practice in order to examine their “unconscious” or sublimated 
panoramic content. 
 
Theory:  Perceptual psychology addresses the perception of both images and landscapes. 
Poststructural and psychoanalytical theories elucidate the underpinnings of visual 
and sense perception. Expanded field theory offers a graphic, spatialized 
intellectual method for treating panoramas and designed landscapes as related 
mediated phenomena. 
 
Methods:  Replace Freud’s formulation of the psychological uncanny with Jentsch’s in order 
to develop an expanded field diagram that describes the panorama and the park as 
related iterations of the ideologeme of the all-embracing view. Develop a new 
EFD to plumb the content of the repressed term (“panoramic uncanny”).  
 
Significance:  Recognizing the presence of the visual/media cultural history that remains 
accessible in landscapes designed and built during the large parks movement 
reveals the negotiation of reality and artifice that such places continue to engage.  
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CHAPTER TWO | Landscape in the Age of the World Picture 
 
World view, properly understood, therefore means,  
not a view of the world, but the world understood as a view. ⁠ 
Martin Heidegger, 1938; tr. 1951 147 
 
Understood in an essential way, “world picture” does not mean 
“picture of the world” but, rather, the world grasped as a picture.⁠ 
Ibid.; tr. 2002148 
 
The panoramas were the forerunners of the world exhibitions, which  
were organized on an ever increasing scale as Europe entered its imperial age. ⁠ 
Timothy Mitchell, 1988149 
 
In his 1938 essay “Die Zeit des Weltbildes,” Martin Heidegger (German, 1889-1976) defined 
modernity as “the age of the world view,” a description that has also been translated as the age of 
the “world picture.”150 Read together, this difference in translation supplies a useful shorthand 
for Heidegger’s position: in modernity, and especially as techniques for large-scale depictions of 
the world (that is, large-scale views) emerge in the nineteenth century, so does the very 
possibility of the individual’s adoption of any particular “world view.” Ancient and medieval 
peoples cannot be ascribed a world view, for the very notion of the world view (or worldview, or 
world picture) is specifically modern: “[t]he familiar phrases ‘world picture of modernity’ and 
‘modern world picture’ say the same thing twice.”151 According to Heidegger, world view means 
modernity, that condition in which the individual has been constituted as a subject and therefore 
has become capable of holding a world view. This is the mediated and technological context in 
which the immersive aspects of popular landscape aesthetics arise in the nineteenth century. 
                                                
147 Heidegger [Grene, tr.], 1951 [1938/1950], 350. 
148 Heidegger [Young and Haynes, trs.], 2002 [1938/1950], 67. 
149 Mitchell, 1988, 6. 
150 See quotations above: whereas in 1951 Grene translates the title as “The Age of the World View,” Young and 
Haynes present it as “The Age of the World Picture” in 2002. The translators are consistent in their respective uses 
of the words “view” and “picture” throughout. That terms “picture” and “view” are used to mean the same thing 
illustrates the significance of pictures (or representation, more generally) in the formation of the modern subjectum, 
a subjectum capable of holding any sort of  “world view.” 
151 Heidegger [Young and Haynes], 2002, 68. 
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Representation is a key issue in this discourse, for the possibility of holding any world view 
presupposes the possibility of holding another world view, and only emerges in the nineteenth 
century as representation becomes the vehicle whereby both the world and the subject are 
produced. The word “subject” derives from the Greek ύττοκείµενον, meaning “that-which-lies-
before, that which, as ground, gathers everything onto itself.”152 While the Greek word bears no 
relation to the individual, the modern subject becomes, as it were, the ground—“that being upon 
which every being, in its way of being and its truth, is founded. Man becomes the referential 
center of beings as such.”153 This happens as a consequence of representation: “Initially, the 
word ‘picture’ makes one think of a copy of something. This would make the world picture, as it 
were, a painting of beings as a whole. But ‘world picture’ means more than this.”154 Heidegger 
continues, “Understood in an essential way, ‘world picture’ does not mean ‘picture of the world’ 
but rather, the world grasped as a picture.”155 
Within such a condition, different individuals can hold different world views: “The world 
picture does not change from an earlier medieval to a modern one; rather, that the world becomes 
picture at all is what distinguishes the essence of modernity.”156 It follows that “as discordant as 
every humanism must remain to the Greek spirit, just so impossible was a medieval world view, 
so absurd is a catholic one.”157 Furthermore, the age of the world view necessitates conflict as 
“man fights for the position in which he can be that being who gives to every being the measure 
and draws up the guidelines. Because this position secures, organizes, and articulates itself as a 
                                                
152 Ibid., 66. 
153 Ibid., 66-67. Put another way, “That the world becomes picture is one and the same process whereby, in the midst 
of beings, man becomes subject.” Ibid., 69. 
154 Ibid., 67. 
155 Ibid., 68. Emphasis added. 
156 Ibid., 68. 
157 Ibid., 353. 
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world view, the decisive unfolding of the modern relationship to beings becomes a confrontation 
of world views.”158  
Heidegger develops this argument by reflecting on modern physics, which as the foremost 
phenomenon of modernity represents the spirit of the age—what he refers to as the age’s 
“metaphysics.”159 In so doing he prepares a foundation for understanding that transportation and 
communications technologies shape form and meaning in the cultural landscape. To appreciate 
the significance of such technologies for shaping the world in this way, one must first accept that 
the methods of modern physics derive from a priori conditions: modern physics’ methods, which 
are mathematical, are mathematical for the simple reason that math is the a priori of the things 
modern physics investigates, corporeal nonliving bodies. That is, modern physics does not select 
its methods; rather, physics’ object of inquiry—nature—determines its methods, as a function of 
the metaphysics with which nature is construed in modernity.  
Consider two different translations of the same sentence: “Mathematical science is not exact 
because it makes exact calculations; rather it must make such calculations because its way of 
adhering to its sphere has the character of exactitude.”160 By “its sphere,” Heidegger means 
nature as it is conceived in modernity—a “self-sufficient kinetic relation of points of mass 
connected in space and time.”161 Compare this with Young and Haynes’ more recent translation: 
“Mathematical research into nature is not, however, exact because it calculates precisely; rather, 
it must calculate precisely because the way it is bound to its domain of objects [nature] has the 
character of exactness.”162 This claim, which the latter translation renders more direct, brings to 
                                                
158 Heidegger [Young and Haynes], 2002, 71. 
159 Ibid., 75. 
160 Heidegger [Grene], 1951, 344. 
161 Ibid. Young and Haynes, 2002, make this point more accessible: nature is that “closed system of spatiotemporally 
related units of mass,” 60. 
162 Heidegger [Young and Haynes], 2002, 60. 
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the fore the issue of the a priori, or what Jacques Derrida calls, in relation to the representational 
practice that is language, the “always-already.”163 If “nature” is already construed as units of 
matter related in time and space and animated by motion, then physics must necessarily be 
deployed as a mathematical science.164 
Recognizing the hold of the a priori definition of “nature” (as “self-sufficient kinetic relation 
of points of mass connected in space and time”) on the definition of science (as research) helps 
to distill the role of representation in Heidegger’s formulation of modernity:  
Science as research…is one of the pathways along which, with a speed unrecognized by those who are 
involved, modernity races toward the fulfillment of its essence. With [the] battle of world views modernity first 
enters the decisive period of its own history, and probably the one most capable of enduring. A sign of this 
event is the appearance everywhere, and in the most varied forms and disguises, of the gigantic.165 
By “gigantic,” Heidegger means more than just large size, more than exaggeration, and more 
than “Americanism” (by which he refers to the European formulation thereof, distinct from the 
American awareness of Americanism as pragmatism).166 He means all these, but he also means 
something he refers to as “incalculability”: “[a]s soon…as the gigantic…changes from the 
quantitative and becomes its own special quality, then [both] the gigantic and the seemingly 
completely calculable become, through this shift, incalculable. This incalculability becomes the 
invisible shadow cast over all things when man has become the subjectum and the world has 
become a picture.”167 
Heidegger uses the term “incalculable” to indicate phenomena that confound attempts to 
perceive scale. It is with this point, on the last page of his essay, that Heidegger turns from a 
                                                
163 See Derrida, 1987. 
164 Furthermore, Heidegger [Grene], 1951 notes, whereas the sphere of mathematical physical science requires 
“exactitude,” both the life sciences and the human sciences (of which the historical sciences are a subset of the 
latter) are necessarily inexact, 342-344. 
165 Heidegger [Young and Haynes], 2002, 71; see his appendix 11. 
166 Heidegger [Young and Haynes], 2002, 72; see his appendix 12. 
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meditation on the nineteenth century toward the worries of his own day. He offers two concrete 
examples of “the gigantic”: the airplane, which collapses immense distances by enabling the 
subject’s rapid movement from place to distant place; and the radio, which accomplishes a 
similar end by bringing events across the globe into any room “at the flick of a switch.”168 
Heidegger’s invocation of the technologies of transportation and communication in an essay on 
the emergence of the modern world view is surely no coincidence, either in light of the military 
industrial resources amassing for the global conflict that was imminent at the time of his writing, 
or in light of the situation I wish to address, the mediated and technological context in which the 
immersive aspects of popular landscape aesthetics arise in the nineteenth century. 
Political scientist Timothy Mitchell built on Heidegger’s argument with a now-classic 
assessment of the mediated construction of the exotic “other” in nineteenth- and early-twentieth-
century world’s fairs. Mitchell’s argument elaborates Heidegger’s focus on representation, and in 
particular, on large representations of “the world” that confound the perception of scale. In 
“Orientalism and the Exhibitionary Other,” Mitchell describes the Egyptian display at the 1889 
Exposition Universelle in Paris as an “object-world” that exemplifies the period visuality he 
defines, echoing Heidegger’s “age of the world picture,” as “the world-as-exhibition.”169  
Heidegger’s argument concerned modernity as it was formulated in the nineteenth century, 
but for particulars it looked to twentieth-century phenomena. Mitchell applies Heidegger’s 
argument in an examination of nineteenth-century media culture. Whereas Heidegger’s specific 
examples are the airplane and the radio, Mitchell studies two of the nineteenth century’s most 
                                                
168 Ibid., 71. 
169 Mitchell’s thesis is indebted to Edward Said’s arguments on Orientalism. “Egypt at the Exhibition” was 
originally published as the first chapter of Mitchell’s book Colonising Egypt, 1988. It was republished in 1989 as the 
now foundational article, “The World as Exhibition.” This was shortened and anthologized in Mirzoeff, ed., 2013, 
501-509. 
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spectacular productions, both gigantic representational productions that purported to depict “the 
world”: world’s fairs, and the international Orientalist conferences that overlapped with them.  
As Mitchell explains, “Spectacles like the world exhibition and the Orientalist congress set 
up the world as a picture. They ordered it up before an audience as an object on display, to be 
viewed, experienced, and investigated.”170 He begins by examining this spectacular culture of 
display through the eyes of Egyptian delegates to the “increasingly lavish” international 
conferences or “congresses” of scholars of Orientalism, the first of which took place in Paris in 
1873.171 In the nineteenth century, the term “Orientalism” indicated the Western study of the 
histories, cultures, and aesthetics associated with “the Orient,” specifically India, but also the 
Middle East, Asia, and North Africa.172 In the late nineteenth century, scholars from those 
regions traveled to international Orientalist conferences in order to participate in scholarly 
exchange, and while traveling they visited world exhibitions and a host of other cultural events 
and destinations. 
Both world exhibitions and Orientalist congresses treated the Middle East as the mysterious 
“other.” Mitchell quotes from published comments of the four-member Egyptian delegation to 
the Eighth International Congress of Orientalists that was held in Stockholm, Sweden in 1889. 
Along the way from Egypt to Sweden, they visited the Exposition Universelle in Paris, where 
they were struck by the Egypt display. This exhibit was built by the French and modeled on a 
Cairo streetscape. One of the delegates commented on the display’s spectacular fidelity to “the 
old aspect of Cairo,” which was minutely detailed: “even the paint on the buildings was made 
                                                
170 Mitchell, 1988, 6. 
171 Ibid. 
172 In his landmark 1978 book Orientalism, Edward Said recalibrated the word, imbuing it with a postcolonial 
understanding of the West’s process of “othering.” 
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dirty.”173 The delegates noted the great care taken to reproduce the chaotic effect of a street 
bazaar: “the French had imported from Cairo fifty Egyptian donkeys, together with their drivers 
and the requisite number of grooms, farriers, and saddle-makers.”174 But when it came to the 
mosque, representational integrity ended at the door: “Its external form as a mosque was all that 
there was. As for the interior, it had been set up as a coffee house, where Egyptian girls 
performed dances with young males and dervishes whirled.”175  
The Orientalist construction of the exotic other extended to the manner in which the Egyptian 
delegates were themselves received. When they arrived the congress at Stockholm, they found 
themselves personally relegated to the status of objects in an exhibit: “‘The good Scandinavian 
people seemed to think that it was a collection of Orientals, not Orientalists.’”176 Mitchell 
explains that this situation was endemic to the period: “Throughout the nineteenth century non-
European visitors found themselves being placed on exhibit or made the careful object of 
European curiosity.”177 It is in this sense that the world exhibition not only represents or even 
contains the world, but actually redefines it: “the facades, the onlookers and the degradation 
seemed all to belong to the organizing of an exhibit, to a particularly European concern with 
rendering things up to be viewed.”178 This culture of display had the power to incorporate and 
claim even the individual persons who entered the exhibit. 
While the world exhibition is the primary exemplar of the condition of the world-as-
exhibition, Mitchell identifies the panorama as an earlier stage in the conditions’s development. 
He relates than an Egyptian Orientalist student “who published an account of [his group’s] stay 
                                                
173 Mitchell 1988, 1; see his footnote 1. 
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175 Ibid.; see his footnote 2. 
176 Ibid., 2. Emphasis appears in the original. 
177 Ibid. 
178 Ibid. Emphasis added. 
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in Paris devoted several pages to the Parisian phenomenon of le spectacle, a word for which he 
knew of no Arabic equivalent.”179 This student offered a list of “places in which they represent 
for the person the view of a town or a country or the like.” The list began with the Opéra and 
Opéra-Comique and went on to itemize “the Panorama, the Cosmorama, the Diorama, the 
Europorama and the Uranorama.”180 Quoting the same student, Mitchell describes the effects 
found inside a panorama, which he describes as an immersive device that delivers its view as 
though from an elevated position: “In a panorama of Cairo…‘it is as though you were looking 
from on top of the Minaret of Sultan Hasan, for example, with al-Rumaila and the rest of the city 
beneath you.’”181 With these comments, Mitchell identifies the panorama’s evocation of the 
immersive virtual overview as an early exemplar of the condition with which he is concerned. He 
reports that by the 1890s, the majority of Egyptian accounts of European travel concerned visits 
to world exhibitions and/or international congresses of Orientalists. Such accounts reveal “the 
entire machinery of what [Mitchell refers] to as ‘representation’: everything collected and 
arranged to stand for something, to represent progress and history, human industry and empire; 
everything set up, and the whole set-up always evoking somehow a larger truth.”182  
If world fairs and international Orientalist congresses exemplify, in different but related 
ways, the condition Heidegger expresses as “the incalculable” (a shorthand for “the age of the 
world view”) and Mitchell refers to as “representation” (a shorthand for world-as-representation 
or “world-as-exhibition”), panoramas are part of the same apparatus. They offer a telling 
prehistory to the world exhibitions with which Mitchell characterizes the nineteenth-century 
relations between images and the real: “The panoramas were the forerunners of the world 
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182 Ibid., 6; see his Mitchell’s footnote 14. Emphasis added. 
 63 
exhibitions, which were organized on an ever increasing scale as Europe entered its imperial 
age.”183  
 Mitchell’s comments on panoramas end here. He makes a significant, if glancing, reference 
to the way gardens and zoos contributed to the apparatus of the world-as-exhibition: 
The machinery of representation was not confined to the exhibition and the congress. Almost everywhere that 
Middle Eastern visitors went, they seemed to encounter this rendering up of the world as a thing to be 
viewed…the[y] spent afternoons in the public gardens, carefully organized “to bring together the trees and 
plants of every part of the world,” as another Arab writer put it. And inevitably they took trips to the zoo, a 
product of nineteenth-century colonial penetration of the Orient, as Theodor Adorno wrote, “which paid 
symbolic tribute in the form of animals.”184 
The present study takes Mitchell’s and Heidegger’s arguments as a starting point: parks and 
panoramas can be read as iterations of the nineteenth-century culture of spectacle in which the 
world and its contents are understood as though it were all an exhibition—as though everything 
were arranged, as in an exhibition, to stand for something else, and as though everything were 
knowable through the attentive deployment of vision. This is a period sensibility, as in the sense 
of the “period eye,” a concept Michael Baxandall defined in 1972: “the fifteenth-century 
experience of a [fifteenth-century] painting was not the painting we see now so much as a 
marriage between the painting and the beholder’s previous visualizing activity.”185 That is, “the 
fifteenth-century experience [of a fifteenth-century painting] was an interaction between the 
painting, the configuration on the wall, and the visualizing activity of the public mind—a public 
mind with different furniture and dispositions from ours.”186 Therefore, “it is important before all 
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Heavers, 2017, for an analysis of how the apparently narrow category of the arboretum has changed of the course of 
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else to know roughly what sort of activity this was.”187 Baxandall’s concept of the period eye is 
transferable to any period. There is an opportunity, in attending to role of parks and panoramas in 
the nineteenth-century condition of the spectacular, to reflect on the representational status of 
landscape in the nineteenth century, its significance for the period formulation of nature.  
Panoramas and parks participate in the visual culture of the world exhibitions and Mitchell’s 
world-as-exhibition—and there is a larger point to be made about them. Heidegger presented the 
airplane and the radio twentieth-century exemplars of the age of the world picture. That age was 
born, he argued, in the nineteenth-century culture of representation. In comparison with 
Heidegger’s invocation of the plane and the radio, it might appear that Mitchell deploys 
panoramas and gardens in ancillary roles in his argument about the nineteenth-century condition 
of the world-as-exhibition. But consider that the essence of his argument is that individual 
phenomena express a condition that operates at the scale of the world: the small stands for the 
large, and in a sense is the large (this conceptual leap is expressed in his hyphenated term 
“world-as-exhibition). Just such a scalar transformation is precisely what activates both the 
panorama and the park: each “scales up” to “become” the larger landscape that it “depicts.” In 
this way, the difference between on the one hand, a real thing (a place) and on the other, a 
representation thereof (a painting, or a park, although the latter case is counter-intuitive) is 
confounded: as in the condition of the world-as-exhibition, the relationship of difference between 
the real and the represented is no longer one of binary opposition.  
When parks and panoramas are considered side by side, it at first appears that they constitute 
a binary pairing: the real stands beside the representation. That is, a park is a real place; a 
panorama is just a picture of a place. But as we have seen, both parks and panoramas enact their 
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landscape interest precisely by confounding any easy distinction between representation and the 
real. Each in itself is simultaneously a representation, and a place. If we bear this in mind, then 
pairing these cases of confounded distinction creates a field in which new insight can emerge. To 
be absolutely clear, the present study does not argue for a causal relationship between panoramas 
and parks. Rather, it considers parks in the broader context of the media culture of the time in 
which they emerged in order to grapple with landscape as a construct in which representation is 
imbricated with the real. Reading parks through the lens of media history offers a new 
framework for interpreting and curating the cultural history of park landscapes whose 
significance is contested today. 
 
LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL STUDIES. Vision operates in many modes. The present, 
landscape-focused study correlates apparently-disparate phenomena (parks and panoramas) in 
the context of the larger visual/media paradigm that has been characterized as spectacle, and 
more specifically, as the age of the world picture and the world-as-exhibition. I define the 
landscape/image iteration of this paradigm as the panoramic mode. In order to reflect critically 
on how parks and panoramas participated in a nineteenth-century culture of spectacle; and in 
order to articulate the negotiations between representation and the real with which each 
contributed to the condition Heidegger described as the age of the world view and Mitchell 
defines as the world-as-exhibition; and finally, in order to ask whether this condition can be 
understood as the sort of “visualizing activity” that defines a perceptual mode, in the sense of 
Baxandall’s “period eye,” it is necessary to turn from philosophy and political theory to draw 
more explicitly upon the literature of critical visual studies.  
The theorization of visual experience arguably begins with Plato’s fourth-century B.C.E. 
critique of the apparent directness and naturalism of sense perception in The Republic. In the 
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“Allegory of the Cave,” Plato points out the dual foundations of knowledge in direct and 
mediated experience, and in so doing he seems to prioritize cognition over phenomenological 
experience.188 This work demonstrates that problematizing the nature of sense perception and 
using visuality as a shorthand for sense perception have roots as deep as those of western 
civilization itself.  
In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, Renaissance polymaths revisited classical thought. 
Filippo Brunelleschi (Italian, 1377-1446) and Leon Batista Alberti (Italian, 1404-1472), 
practitioners equally as adept at architectural design as at painting, codified the principles of 
linear perspective that would enable the apparently-objective depiction of forms in space, guide 
the design of buildings, and inform the distribution of architectural forms in relation to one 
another in open or “negative” space. “Albertian” perspective, as it is often named, synthesizes 
the logic of relative proportion (as a descriptor of scale) with lines (or “axes”) of vision in order 
to express relationships of physical and social access and institutional authority in the design of 
the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century built environment. 
Art historian Michael Ann Holly writes that the formal and ideological implications of 
Albertian perspective reached the twentieth century relatively intact. The scholar of Renaissance 
art history—“be it Ernst Gombrich, Erwin Panofsky, or even a more pedestrian composer of 
surveys of Renaissance art—was assumed to have…stood before the work in the place of 
Alberti’s securely positioned artist-observer, and the world of the painting panoramically 
unfolded before his aristocratic, male, monocular viewpoint.”189 Whereas Plato reveals human 
subjectivity, Albertian perspective idealizes that subjectivity, crystallized an embodied (and 
universal) sense of sight and rendered tangible in art, architecture, science, and technological 
                                                
188 Plato, 1963, 569-98. 
189 Holly, 1996, 69. Her use of the word “panoramically” seems to mean “directly,” or in an embodied way. 
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advancements that address the eye, as the most direct route to objective, conceptual insight into 
the workings of matter and mind. 
Holly’s 1996 analysis looks backward on an art historical shift of emphasis from the forms 
and meanings of precious objects to the role of spectatorial practice in the formulation of social 
relations—that is, a shift of attention from the object to looking itself. Her study is foundational 
to the literature of visual theory. Although visual theory is closely associated with art history, 
this is only one of its four primary moorings. It is also grounded in literary theory, 
psychoanalysis, and philosophy. Art history has adapted the discourses of visual studies in recent 
decades. It could be argued that visual studies was necessitated by the insular and formulaic 
character of twentieth-century art historical scholarship.  
The fact of art history’s rootedness in the connoisseurship of venerated and valuable 
objects—that is, objects predetermined to be “art”—produced a circularity of reasoning that 
begged, by the latter decades of the twentieth century, to be interrupted by external discourses. 
Interdisciplinary thinkers such as Norman Bryson, Martin Jay, Mieke Bal, and Kaja Silverman 
have drawn on twentieth-century developments in psychoanalysis, literary theory, and post-
structural philosophy in order to formulate a discourse, distinguishable from art history, of visual 
theory. Bryson, Jay, Bal, and Silverman all argue, in different ways, that vision is culturally 
mediated rather than objectively and biologically determined. A review of their most influential 
works will allow me to survey key issues in visual theory as they have been framed in regard to 
works of art and as they inform landscape studies. 
Norman Bryson’s foundational contribution to the discourse of visual studies distinguishes 
among painted images on the basis of their affiliation with a pair of opposed ways, or modes, of 
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looking: the gaze and the glance.190 He proposes a philosophical methodology for art history as 
an alternative to traditional reliance on inherited answers or deferral to “professional 
philosophers.”191 He presents Ernst Gombrich’s (Austrian-English, 1909-2001) Art and Illusion: 
A Study in the Psychology of Pictorial Representation (1956) as possibly the only existing art 
historical study that even attempts to fill the space between art history and philosophy, but 
concludes that Gombrich failed in this endeavor.192 In opposition to Gombrich’s model of 
painting as a mode of cognition, and in order to move the conversation onto “terrain unexplored 
by the parent discipline of art, Bryson invokes Fernand de Saussure’s (Swiss, 1837-1913) 
analysis of the operation of signs.193 Bryson reflects on how signs work beyond their internal 
systems by interacting with larger forces in the world; he concludes that Western painting has 
tended to naturalize itself by concealing its status as a sign through processes of “self-
effacement.”194 
Bryson’s argument is important to my study because park landscapes conceal their status as 
signs by naturalizing their representational dimensions through processes of self-effacement. 
                                                
190 Bryson, 1983, esp. Ch. 5, “The Gaze and the Glance.” For a popular and foundational exposition on the notion 
that there are different ways of looking that bear significant social and economic implications, see Berger, 1972. 
191 Ibid., xii. 
192 Ibid. Over the course of three chapters, Bryson refutes Gombrich’s definition of painting as the record of 
perception, arguing that Gombrich’s “doctrine of perceptualism in which the problems of art are in the end 
subsumed into the psychology of the perceiving subject” ignores the social character of the image as well as its 
status as a sign. 
193 Ibid. Bryson cautions that Saussure’s thinking is useful for problematizing perceptualism, but does not provide 
answers in and of itself, and risks a perspective as “rigid and unhelpful” as “the old one” if applied unilaterally. In 
driving toward his argument’s crux, his formulations of the “gaze” and the “glance,” Bryson draws again upon 
linguistics in introducing the notion of deixis, or showing, in the painting (originally, in language), how the painting 
(or utterance) was made, including the subjectivity of the hand and the duration of the act of rendering. It does not 
just reveal the object depicted; it reveals the process of making the painting (88). Whereas Chinese Song Dynasty 
painting puts the mark and the object it depicts on equal footing, Western oil painting prioritizes the object, even 
though the medium could just as effectively reveal process (89). In deictic painting, the viewer can see how the 
image is made; that is, the abstraction is available, not self-effacing: you can see the hand (92). But “Western 
painting is predicated on the disavowal of deictic reference, on the disappearance of the body as site of the image; 
and this twice over: for the painter, and for the viewing subject (89). 
194 Ibid., xiii, 93, 123. 
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Whereas Gombrich construed the art viewer as “as changeless as the anatomy of vision,”195 
Bryson argues that the viewer is constructed by the image itself. He proposes supplanting the 
positivistic mode of inquiry with a new, “truly historical discipline of art history” in which the 
viewer is not a fixed, changeless entity but rather is constantly producing and produced by the 
objects s/he regards.196 Bryson explicitly rejects any “which-came-first” debate over which 
precedes which (art object or social base?), outlining instead “a rather more complex model of 
interaction between political, economic and signifying practices.”197  
Bryson’s rejection of a linear narrative informs my rejection of a causal relationship between 
panoramic media and landscape design. Essential to Bryson’s argument is the idea that looking is 
itself a productive act, and not merely a perceptual act: “Viewing is an activity of transforming 
the material of the painting into meanings, and that transformation is perpetual: nothing can 
arrest it.”198 If the viewer is an active maker of the meaning of works of art, which is to say that 
the viewer can no longer be construed as an objective receiver of truth, then once this is 
understood, “the foundations for a new discipline may, perhaps, be laid.”199 Similarly, once the 
“truth” of the “nature” found in an urban park landscape is recognized is a construction in which 
the subjectivity of viewers play a constitutive role, its status as a representation emerges into 
perceptibility. 
Linguistic and semantic study informs this argument. Painting motivated by the glance has 
agency. To articulate that agency, Bryson turns persistently to etymological analysis, and in so 
doing he reveals his debt to linguistics and the methods of literary criticism. He reviews the 
derivation of term regard as it denotes the gaze with its vigilant, controlling conception of sight; 
                                                
195 Ibid., xiii. 
196 Ibid, xii-xiv. Emphasis appears in the original. 
197 Ibid., xiii. 
198 Ibid., xiv. 
199 Ibid., xiv. 
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in contradistinction, he theorizes the glance, a way of looking that is sidelong. In the glance, 
attention seems to be elsewhere, and is always moving. Etymologically, the gaze and the glance 
mean different things: 
In English, a…division separates the activity of the gaze, prolonged, contemplative, yet regarding the field of 
vision with a certain aloofness and disengagement, across a tranquil interval, from that of the glance, a furtive 
or sideways look whose attention is always elsewhere, which shifts to conceal its own existence, and which is 
capable of carrying unofficial, sub rosa messages of hostility, collusion, rebellion, and lust.200 
On the basis of this difference, these opposed ways of looking form a dualistic pair. The gaze 
effaces durational temporality on the part of the viewing subject and “brackets out” the very 
process of viewing, including traces of the body of labor.201 The glance, by contrast, has the 
power to subvert the authority of the gaze.202 
Martin Jay argues that there are not just two but at least three competing scopic regimes at 
work in modernity.203 What Bryson terms the gaze and aligns with Albertian perspectivalism, 
Jay defines more specifically, by identifying its philosophical associations, as “Cartesian 
perspectivalism.”204 Jay argues that there is more than one alternative to this dominant scopic 
regime. Whereas Cartesian perspectivalism animates Italian renaissance painting and is 
characterized by monumental things drawn with light and shade from a fixed, monocular, 
disembodied and rational eye, “Baconian empiricism” as it appears in Dutch renaissance painting 
attends to a larger array of smaller things modeled by daylight reflected from their surfaces. Such 
a composition lacks a distinct point of view.205 Jay complicates this opposition by introducing a 
third way of seeing that he terms “baroque” vision, affiliated with Baroque painting and 
                                                
200 Ibid., 94. 
201 Ibid., 5. 
202 Ibid., 94. 
203 Jay, 1998. 
204 Ibid., Jay refers not only to the system of linear perspective invented by Brunelleschi and theorized by Alberti but 
to its conjunction with the philosophical position of Descartes’ Cogito (as in “Cartesian perspective” and “Cartesian 
spectator”). 
205 Alpers, 1983, calls this tradition an “art of describing.” 
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characterized by explosive and dazzling compositions that submit the viewer to vertiginous 
experience. Such images emanate from competing viewpoints to produce irregular and 
disorienting effects. Whereas the artificiality of Cartesian perspective lies in its postulation of a 
motionless, disembodied eye, and Baconian empiricist vision is synthetic and experiential, Jay 
defines baroque visuality as “anamorphosistic,” as in the sense of a convex or concave mirror.206 
Such a visuality bears inherest distortions and bears “a strongly tactile or haptic quality.”207 
The anamorphic perspectival distortion required to produce a 360-degree panorama produces 
a viewing experience whose interest is activated by its incorporation of tactile and haptic 
sensations. This emerges as the architecturally-disposed image induces the viewing subject to 
allow sensations such as the bearing and balance of her bodily weight to enter the perceptual 
experience, rather than separating vision from the body as in the case of images produced 
according to Cartesian perspectivalism. In this sense, the panoramic medium aligns with Jay’s 
formulation of baroque visuality, a “permanent, if often repressed, visual possibility throughout 
the entire modern era.”208  
Jay is explicit in rejecting a stylistic interpretation of this term: “baroque” is uncapitalized, 
and this visuality’s association with seventeenth-century Baroque painting indicates but one 
iteration of its persistent modern expression. Ultimately, Jay argues against the clean symmetry 
implied by differentiating among three scopic regimes. It is precisely with the emergence of 
baroque visuality that the tidiness of Bryson’s binary framework begins to break down, and 
together, Bryson’s and Jay’s studies can be taken to argue that there is no single, objective way 
                                                
206 Jay, 1988, 17. 
207 Ibid. 
208 Ibid., 16. See also Jay’s reference to Christine Buci-Glucksmann’s argument that baroque vision’s failure to 
achieve its objective of representating the unrepresentable explains the “melancholy” Walter Benjamin saw as 
“characterstic of the baroque sensisbility,” 17. 
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of looking, but rather there exist plural modes of looking that support different values and 
produce competing senses of what is real, true, and valuable.209 210  
This case for pluralism in vision provide a theoretical basis for my thesis that panoramic 
media describe a mode of looking that materializes in park landscapes. If, as Jay and Bryson 
have shown, modes of looking reflect and reinforce senses of what is real, true, and valuable, it 
follows that modes of looking would inform the design of landscapes. A park landscape by 
definition is an entity whose designed is naturalized and effaced by its affiliation with senses of, 
again, what is real, true, and valuable. And the extent that park landscapes can be defined as 
representations, they are subject to modes of looking in that sense as well. The question is 
whether they are subject to a mode of looking that can be defined as panoramic.  
The notion that vision defies reduction to any essential or universal definition is further 
supported by Mieke Bal, who argues that asking whether “vision [is] a mode of representation, 
knowledge, and sexual relationality [that is] especially pervasive in modernity,” and whether it is 
“bound up with patriarchy,” only reproduces the essentialist conception of vision.211 She makes 
this case in response to Laura Mulvey’s landmark 1975 essay, “Visual Pleasure and Narrative 
Cinema,” which postulated a “male gaze.” Bal refutes Mulvey’s use of Freudian and Lacaniam 
psychoanalytical theory to postulate a bifurcation of the male gaze into voyeuristic and fetishistic 
                                                
209 This in turn implies that any mode of looking is, in its biases and predilections, no matter how repressed these 
may be, a limited way of knowing the world. Jay explains, “The radical dethroning of Cartesian perspectivalism 
may have gone a bit too far. In our haste to denaturalize it and debunk its claims to represent vision per se, we may 
be tempted to forget that the other scopic regimes I have quickly sketched are themselves no more natural or closer 
to a “true” vision. Glancing is not somehow innately superior to gazing; vision hostage to desire is not necessarily 
always better than casting a cold eye; a sight from the situated context of a body in the world may not always see 
things that are visible to a “high-altitude” or “God’s-eye view.” However much we may regret the excesses of 
scientism, the Western scientific tradition may have only been made possible by Cartesian perspectivalism or its 
complement, the Baconian art of describing,” 19.  
210 Jay’s formulation of baroque vision as a permanent, if repressed, feature of optical consciousness prefigures a 
turn since 2007 toward the poetic, the creative, and the affective in an art historical discourse animated by the 
discourse of visual studies. 
211 Bal, 1993, 379. She opens this debate in response to questions that emerged from critical film theory in the 
1970s. See Mulvey, 1975. 
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modes. Reflecting on the period reception and present-day analysis of a pair of paintings of 
female nudes, Rembrandt’s Danae and Manet’s Olympia, Bal argues against the existence of any 
“inherent connection between vision and patriarchal power.”212  
Like Bryson, Bal draws on the methods of literary theory, arguing that “vision can be 
powerful or be a tool of power only if it is considered a form of communication.”213 Roman 
Jakobson’s model of communication foregrounds the issue of context: “a message, say the text, 
an utterance, an image, is sent by a sender, a speaker, to a receiver, reader, listener, or reviewer. 
In order to be understandable, this message must refer to a reality which sender and receiver 
share, at least in part. This reality is called the context.”214 Bal critiques this model by noting that 
it only applies to successful communication, and it “obscures both the sender’s manipulation of 
the receiver and the receiver’s manipulation of the sender.”215 Alongside the Bal critiques 
another alternative model that “is taking shape, in which visual communication is represented as 
a counterpart of the linguistic idealistic model. This alternative model is voyeurism.”216 She 
argues this visual, non-linguistic model is in fact based on noncommunication, and continues, “a 
serious examination of the possible exchange between these two models is imperative for the 
development of a nonidealized and noncensoring view of painting, and for the recognition of 
other modes of vision.”217 As an example of how to accomplish this, she turns to Bryson, of 
whose formulation of the glance she writes, “the virtue in this mode of looking is that the 
awareness of one’s own engagement in the act of looking entails the recognition that what one 
sees is a representation, not an objective reality.”218 In other words, reflecting on the mode of 
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218 Ibid., 384. 
 74 
looking (seeing sight) allows the viewer or critic to enter into a conversation with the object of 
her regard. 
By arguing that text and context are inextricably intertwined, even mutually constitutive, Bal 
renders the intersection of the personal and political dimensions of vision.219 Kaja Silverman 
moves the mutually constitutive relations of text and context more definitively into the three-
dimensional realm of social space with her 1996 essay, “The Gaze.”220 Silverman argues that any 
historical analysis of visual evidence needs to address not only what is evident but also the 
significance of what is noticeably absent. To accomplish this, she questions the association of the 
camera with the human eye that animates accounts of visuality by Jonathan Crary and Jacques 
Lacan. Silverman compares Crary’s account of the camera/eye relation with Lacan’s account of 
the gaze/eye relation and ultimately prioritizes Crary’s distinction between the camera and the 
gaze: Lacan’s argument elides it, whereas Crary, more thoughtfully, discerns the camera’s 
difference from the eye.221 
Silverman uses Lacan’s framing of the gaze argue that subjectivity is synonymous with point 
of view: the object has, by definition, no point of view. It is one thing to understand this 
intellectually, but another to grasp it visually. Silverman’s graphic analysis of Lacan’s theory of 
the gaze offers a spatial expression of psychoanalytic, political vision. A spatial sense of the gaze 
is implied in Bryson’s, Jay’s, and Bal’s works, but it ultimately remains latent. It is important for 
the present study’s extension of visual theory into landscape analysis. 
Silverman uses Lacan’s diagrams to show that the spatiality of vision is predicated on 
intersubjectivity. In the top left diagram (within my fig. 2.1), the subject looks at the object from 
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a transcendental, invisible “geometrical point” shown on the right.222 The subject cannot see the 
object directly, because as the diagram shows, s/he necessarily must look through “image,” and 
therefore cannot claim the epistemological authority that Cartesian perspective implies. This 
diagram represents the looking subject, which Silverman also refers to as the subject-as-look.223 
The top right diagram (within my fig. 2.1) presents the “subject-as-seen,” also referred to as 
subject-as-spectacle. The subject is again positioned at the right of the diagram, in the position 
Lacan names “picture.” The gaze—which, counter-intuitively, is disembodied and separated 
from the subject—originates from the “point of light.” The subject is visible (“located within 
visibility”). Importantly, both the subject-as-seen and the subject-as-look (the looking subject) 
are situated outside the gaze. The gaze comprises both the point from which light emanates and 
the presence of viewing subjects. In the case of the subject-as-seen, the gaze is that realm in 
which subjects are ratified or negated as spectacle (worth looking at or not.) In this way, we are 
dependent on others for our meaning, for our desires, and for our selfhood: “To ‘be’ is in effect 
to ‘be seen.’”224 
In the lower diagram (within my fig. 2.1), the two preceding diagrams are interpolated.225 
This diagram shows that even as we look, we stand inside the visual field; that is, even as we 
look, we are part of a picture, though we don’t necessarily realize or acknowledge this. This is 
the sense in which the gaze is removed from the (one’s own) eye. As in the first two diagrams, 
intervening between the gaze and the subject is the image/screen. Silverman will refer to as “the 
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screen,” as in the sense of cinema, from this point forward, but it is important to the present 
study to remember that this can also be understood as image, in a more general sense—that is, as 
representation, which extends from painting to cinema to, arguably, landscape.226 
Whereas in Techniques of the Observer Crary offers “extreme historical relativism,” Lacan 
suggests there is a “deep structure” to the psyche and the socius, a structure that cannot remade 
by visual technology.227 Silverman argues that neither Lacan nor Crary is correct: Lacan’s 
position is “untenable in its ahistoricism,” while Crary’s is untenable for acknowledging only 
historical difference. Silverman combines Crary’s account of the camera/eye relation with 
Lacan’s account of the gaze/eye relation, modulated by prioritizing Crary’s distinction between 
the camera and the gaze: Lacan elides the gaze and the eye, whereas Crary distinguishes between 
the eye and the camera’s “apparatic specificity.”228 
For Lacan, both the gaze and the look are ahistorical. The gaze is social, connected to 
illumination and to the presence of others and therefore a part of all social existence. It is “the 
registration within the field of vision of the dependence of the social subject upon the Other for 
his or her own meaning.” It is independent of any given individual look, and exterior to the 
subject. In contrast, the look (roughly analogous with Bryson’s glance) is finite and embodied, 
and “always [located] within spectacle, although it does not acknowledge itself as such.”229 The 
look is a psychic as well as visual category, is marked by lack, is propelled by desire, and is 
“vulnerable to the lures of the imaginary.”230 
Silverman agrees with Lacan that the gaze and the look are distinct yet interpolated, but she 
disagrees that they are timelessly so. Rather, there are historical variables of three kinds: how the 
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gaze is apprehended, how the world is perceived, and how the subject experiences his/her 
visibility. It is at the screen (see Silverman’s diagrams in fig. 2.1) that social and historical 
difference enter the field of vision. The screen is not a transparent plane, as Cartesian perspective 
would have it; rather, the screen substitutes itself for that which it obstructs, much as 
Brunelleschi’s rendering did in his demonstration of his discovery of linear perspective. 
Here, I replace Silverman’s term “screen” with the word “image” to describe this plane.231 If 
the image stands between the subject and the object, then we are beginning with a definition of 
vision that is counter-intuitively and dialectically engaged with invisibility, occlusion, blocking, 
and blind spots. Whole orders of things are occluded by visual constructions—which architecture 
and the spaces between architectural forms (landscape) clearly are (it is worth remembering that 
Albertian/Cartesian perspective was invented by architects.) Any historical analysis of visual 
evidence needs to address not only what is evident but also the significance of what is noticeably 
absent.232 
 
Landscape and Vision. The concept of landscape operates at many scales and in diverse modes 
of instantiation and ideation.  Historians and designers make choices when they define 
landscape; their choices, implicit or explicit, define their work. Visual theory is relevant to an 
historical and theoretical examination of landscape because the very notion of landscape, down 
to the etymological roots of the word itself, is a visual idea. 
In “Prospect, Perspective, and the Evolution of the Landscape Idea,” geographer Denis 
Cosgrove distills the confluence of images with actual space that inhered the very concept of 
landscape is it emerged in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries. This argument is 
motivated by his perception of a disciplinary tendency to treat landscape as a humanist, 
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subjective, and creative construct as geographers begin to address landscape a viable object of 
study in the early 1980s. Cosgrove demonstrates that the idea of landscape as it emerged in the 
early Renaissance is both fundamentally visual and rooted in the pursuit of objectivity. In short, 
landscape is a notion that bridges, on the one side, observable space; and on the other, images 
thereof, contingent as images are on available technology interacting with the human 
sensorium.
233
 Cosgrove’s position aligns with the hegemony implied by Bryson’s gaze and 
Mulvey’s male gaze. As Cosgrove, Mitchell, and Heidegger have shown, visuality matters to the 
history and theory of landscape. 
Philosopher Edward Casey defines landscape simply, as “a portion of the perceived earth that 
lies before and around us.”234  This concurs with Oxford Dictionaries’ [OD] primary definition: 
“All the visible features of an area of countryside or land, often considered in terms of their 
aesthetic appeal.”235 Both Casey’s definition and the OD’s reflect common usage: landscape is 
the sensorially-accessible land that spreads out around us. 
The Oxford English Dictionary [OED], an historical dictionary that traces the accretion of 
meaning over time, tells us something different about landscape. Its first definition comprises 
three parts, none of which concern places, but rather paintings: 
1a. A picture representing natural inland scenery, as distinguished from a sea picture, a portrait, etc. (1598); 
1b. The background of scenery in a portrait or figure-painting (1656); 
1c. Oblong (1932). 
The OED’s second and more familiar definition, “2a. A view or prospect of natural inland 
scenery, such as can be taken in at a glance from one point of view; a piece of country scenery” 
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dates to 1645.236 In all four cases, landscape is defined by visibility. Definitions 1a-c show that 
before landscape meant extant places, it meant painted domains, and that this meaning persisted 
from 1598 to at least 1932.237 
A number of landscape scholars have reflected on the implications of the word’s origination 
with images.238 J. B. Jackson emphasizes its pictorial origins in order to characterize the mid-
twentieth century turn away from its visual significance and toward and understanding the he 
argues is new: “landscape [is] a composition of man-made or man-modified space to serve as 
infrastructure or background for our collective existence.”239 He emphasizes the word’s close 
relationship to history: “if background seems inappropriately modest we should remember that in 
our modern sense of the word it means that which underscores not only our identity and 
presence, but also our history.”240 For Jackson, to think landscape is to think history, and 
imaging (background) is imbricated in thinking history through landscape. 
Anne Whiston Spirn’s orientation to landscape is even more rooted in the word. She argues 
that “landscape is language,” a thesis that is reified in the first subheading of the first chapter of 
The Language of Landscape.241 Spirn writes that just as “landscape was the original dwelling” 
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2-3. 
238 Jackson, 1984; Spirn, 1998; Kwa, 2007; Stilgoe, 2015. 
239 Jackson, 1984, 8. Emphasis appears in the original. 
240 Ibid. 
241 Spirn, 1998, 15 (Capitalization is shown as it appears in the original.) 
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and “is the material home,” “the language of landscape is a habitat of the mind.”242 She too 
reviews the word’s etymology, from the “Danish landskab, German landschaft, Dutch 
landschap, and Old English landscipe[,]” each of which is a two-root combination of land, as 
both “a place and the people living there,” with a second root that variously means shaping, 
associating, or linking.243Spirn argues that the OED’s tracing of the word to the Dutch painting 
term landskip is inaccurate. Before the word’s association with images, its antecedents meant 
place, mind, and the relations between them. For Spirn, hose relations are the point: unlike 
environment or place, terms that she regards as neutral and abstract, landscape is a synthetic 
notion: “Landscape connotes a sense of the purposefully shaped, the sensual, the aesthetic, the 
embeddedness in culture.”244  
But if it appears that Spirn problematizes the word’s association with imaging, she 
simultaneously reinforces that association by asserting landscape’s status as a construct people 
produce through representational practice, not only by painting but through the representational 
acts of speech and writing. Jackson and Spirn concur on the issue of landscape’s made-ness: both 
define landscape as a cultural product whose pictorial origins complicate its commonly perceived 
status as something material, extant, and passive. Casey invokes the word’s origins in order to 
remind us that despite these and other twentieth-century developments in usage, landscape 
continues to be constituted as a complex of imaging practices.  
To analyze the role of images in the constitution of places, Casey points out the continuity 
between landscape’s aesthetic and geographic significances: “far from being a luxury and 
superfluous—merely abetting or repeating primary perceptual experience—such continual and 
diversified representing is ingredient in the experience of landscape itself: the brute being of 
                                                
242 Ibid., 16. 
243 Ibid. 
244 Ibid., 17. 
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every landscape calls for—indeed, already includes, if only by anticipation—an insistent 
represented being as part of its very identity.”245 In other words, landscape is more than a thing 
or things distributed in space. Landscape is a process, a situation, a mode; landscape is the 
ongoing, synthetic interface of representation with things and space. Casey adds, “Places, like 
the landscapes they collectively compose, are bound up with representation, just as 
representation in turn calls for places as the bounded particulars of any given landscape 
domain.”246 
After establishing this understanding of landscape as something constituted by the 
interactions of place and image, Casey returns to his initial, more practical definition of 
landscape—“a portion of the perceived earth that lies before and around us”—to press upon the 
last four words, “before and around us,” which he elides in the word circumambient: “Precisely 
as maximally circumambient, that is, as surrounding the human subject on all sides in an actively 
comprehensive way, landscape exceeds the scope of any given perceived object. Appealing as it 
does to all bodily senses and to their synesthetic unity, landscape is pan-perceptual.”247 
Here, Casey is arguing that landscape is different from other worldly objects in that 
landscape engulfs the perceiving subject. Whereas objects stand apart from the subject, 
landscape names something within which the perceiver stands as an object, and indeed which is 
produced by the perceiver’s subjecthood. The fact of landscape’s “pan-perceptual-ness,” or its 
"circumambience,” is expressed even in the deceptively simple definition with which Casey 
began (“a portion of the perceived earth that lies before and around us,” emphasis added), and 
also in the OD’s “all the visible features of an area of countryside or land.”248 However, this fact 
                                                
245 Casey, 2002, xiv. 
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247 Ibid, 6 (emphasis appears in the original); see Casey’s footnotes 10 and 11. 
248 Oxford Dictionaries, s.v., “landscape,” http://www.oed.com/, accessed July 6, 2016. 
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continually recedes from perception, because in order to think of landscape we necessarily bound 
its surroundingness according to the workings of pictures. That is, we convert landscape into an 
object, just as a landscape picture is an object. This is what Casey means when he says “the brute 
being of every landscape calls for—indeed, already includes, if only by anticipation—an 
insistent represented being as part of its very identity.”249 By this understanding, we tend to 
perceive landscapes according to the workings of pictures. 
Pictures, in turn, reflect the bounding proportions of our perceiving apparatus, which is 
limited to a field of binocular view of about 200 horizontal degrees and 135 vertical degrees.250 
Much of the view in this degree range is peripheral, sensitive to light and motion. The cone of 
focused binocular (depth-sensitive) visual acuity is a smaller area, a cone of about 60 degrees. 
The field of view can only include what is before the perceiving subject, never what is situated 
behind her. S/he can turn around in order to see more but can never see it all at once. Pictures 
presume, accordingly, a viewing position that is, to greater or lesser degree, bounded by a fixed 
position that fits within the cone of vision at any one moment, without the bodily movement that 
would enable the subject to gaze in different directions over time. 
There is a kind of picture that does include what is behind us. Casey acknowledges this in his 
next sentence: “No wonder landscape painting has always been tempted by the panorama.”251  
The kind of panorama to which he refers was a representational landscape medium whose form 
and effects suffused nineteenth-century media culture—but he leaves this subject aside for the 
moment. Casey footnotes his use of the word "circumambient" (“Precisely as maximally 
circumambient—that is, surround the human subject on all sides in an actively comprehensive 
                                                
249 Casey, 2002, xiv. 
250 Kolb, 2017, n.p., http://webvision.med.utah.edu/book/part-xiii-facts-and-figures-concerning-the-human-retina/ 
cites Wandell, 1995. See also “Visual Field,” 2017, n.p., http://www.vision-and-eye-health.com/visual-field.html.  
251 Casey, 2002, 6. “… a theme to which we will shortly return.” 
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way”) by referring the reader to the twentieth-century perceptual psychologist J. J. Gibson, who 
describes the perceptual dimension of human experience as the “ambient array.”252 However, 
Gibson himself never uses the word “circumambient.” Rather, he bases his theory of the 
psychology of vision on what he calls the “ambient optic array,” which is to say, the scope of the 
seen.253 
Gibson counters the predominant, retinal theory of vision, in which light passes through the 
lens and focuses a point-for-point “copy” of the extant world upon the surface of the retina, like a 
picture drawn inside the eye.254 Whereas Gibson himself subscribed to that idea at the time he 
published The Perception of the Visual World in 1950, by the time of his writing in 1978 he 
postulates an “ecological” approach to visual perception.255 The central difference between the 
retinal theory and Gibson’s ecological theory is that whereas the former understands the visual 
system to have two components—the eye and the brain—the latter considers vision as the 
product of a system comprising five elements—brain, eye, head, body, and ground—in short, the 
organism and its environment, hence an ecological argument insomuch as it understands vision 
(and by extension, perception, given that Gibson and many others treat vision as both continuous 
with and a proxy for the other senses) as an interplay between organism and environment. 
Whereas the former theory assumes that vision can mechanically, even and therefore objectively, 
                                                
252 Ibid. Casey cites Gibson, 1986, but offers no page numbers. I consulted Gibson, 1978, as well as Gibson, 2014 
[1986]; in neither does he use the word “circumambient.” Rather, Gibson refers to the visible world as the “ambient 
array,” rendered visible as light bounces off “invariants”—a word by which Gibson seems to mean that which is 
objectively, measurably present, as opposed to the appearance of things, which shifts with perspective and other 
variables. 
253 The word “circumambient" does arise in two other relevant places: line 258 of Wordsworth’s (1805) Prelude, in 
which the poet describes Robert Barker’s panorama of Calton Hill as he experienced it in London; and in Peter 
Otto’s (2007) essay on modernity, virtual reality, and the panorama, in which he makes a case for reading an iconic 
landscape painting as, rather, a painting of the view inside a round panorama. 
254 See Gibson, 1978; Gibson, 2014 [1986]; Gombrich, 1965. 
255 Gibson, 1978, 227. 
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“record” an extant reality, the latter theory implies reciprocality between subject and object.256 
For Gibson, perceiving subjects interact with the environment—let’s call it the landscape—in a 
mutually constitutive manner: landscape is imbricated with perception.  
Gibson problematizes common assumptions about images. For example, he argues that 
whereas a number of psychologists use the perception of images as a proxy for larger questions 
about perception in real space, the perception of images is actually more complex than the 
perception of objects and the environment. Casey invokes Gibson’s work in order to define 
landscape as the interplay of images with real space and objects. Casey asks, “How is one to 
represent, in what medium and style, something that is at once so elusive and omnipresent, a 
whole and yet not a totalization, perceived by no single sense but by all the senses in a com-
position [sic] that is itself problematic?”257 He continues, “How is the artist to contain something 
as overflowing as landscape within the very particular confines of a painting?”258 These 
questions ground his examination of the interplay among painting, cartography, and places. 
In order to reflect on the relationship between representation and landscape perception, both 
Gibson and Casey invoke nineteenth-century round “panoramas” and panoramic qualities. 
Neither Casey’s nor Gibson’s work would be likely to arise in a literature review on the 
panorama, however. Each invokes the medium in terms of its format and its effect, but eschews 
any reference to specific examples. Neither offers a careful description of the panorama’s format; 
rather, each presupposes the reader’s familiarity with the medium. For Gibson, the panorama 
stands as an exemplar of his ecological system of vision: the panorama is an “image” whose 
particular effects are produced by the interaction of the same five elements—brain, eye, head, 
body, and ground—which he identifies as the basis of visual perception. He refers to the 
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panorama because in it, the interaction among these elements is especially legible. Casey refers 
to the panorama for a similar reason: it renders, with diagrammatic clarity, the interaction of 
image and space that produces landscape. 
 
Landscape and Panoramic Vision. Returning to etymologies will demonstrate the structural 
symmetry between landscape and the panorama. The word panorama was coined in 1791 to 
describe an invention which was taking the western geographic imagination by storm.259 Since 
1787, immersive virtual reality environments had captivated middle class British, Continental, 
and American viewers.260 Massive paintings deployed in precisely-calibrated buildings enabled 
citizens to see the world without leaving their home cities.261 The word’s more general meaning 
emerged quickly; panorama soon characterized actual outdoor views from elevated points on the 
land. Like the word landscape, panorama seems self-evident in its reference to real space, but 
both words emerged as neologisms for describing new modes of representation, and each quickly 
accrued much broader meanings that obscure the word’s original meaning. 
If the very perception of “landscape” requires representation; if, as Casey argues, “every 
landscape calls for—indeed, already includes…an insistent represented being as part of its very 
identity”; and if, as Gibson asserts, even to think landscape means to pictorially select from the 
ambient optical array, then landscapes are always already representations, even before we make 
pictures of them and regardless of whether we ever do make pictures of them. On the other had, a 
key reason to examine the visual underpinnings of landscape may be to appreciate the limitations 
                                                
259 OED, s.v. panorama, n. (1791), http://www.oed.com/, accessed May 3 – July 8, 2017. 1. A picture of a landscape 
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260 See Comment, 1999; Oettermann, 1997; Oleksijczuk, 2011. 
261 The panorama plays an important role in the formation of empire. Furthermore, in its spatialization of image, it 
illustrates the role played by images, objects, and the appearance of order in that process. See Heidegger, 2002; 
Mitchell, 1989; Mitchell, 2013, surveyed above. 
 86 
of a visual approach to such a visually-grounded construct; that is, to recognize what visuality 
leaves unspoken, unacknowledged and unexamined. Invisibility is a corollary to visual evidence: 
invisibility is in a sense perceptible, and a discourse of invisibility can help render other modes 
of sense perception “see-able.” Indeed, Cosgrove’s formulation of “the landscape idea” 
(emphasis added) indicates that landscape might not be a tangible thing at all, in which case all 
of its implicit “natural” visibility might be an illusion. If landscape means view, then studying 
landscape amounts to an attempt to see seeing. In the panorama, invisibility is as important as 
visibility, as will be discussed in detail in Chapter Three, and this is also true in the landscapes of 
the English Picturesque, which depends on blocking in order to establish and control sightlines. 
Two reasonable but mutually exclusive conclusions follow: on one hand, it would seem that 
visuality is a direct and intuitively obvious means of addressing landscape; on the other, it is a 
superficial or unreliable approach. W. J. T. Mitchell addresses this duality in his 1997 essay 
“Landscape and Invisibility: Gilo’s Wall and Christo’s Gates.”262 
Problematizing the frame is one fruitful way in which visual theory can incorporate a 
dialectic of visuality and invisibility in order to grapple with landscape history. Jacques Derrida’s 
The Truth in Painting (1988), John Tagg’s “A Discourse (With Shape of Reason Missing)” 
(1995) and D. F. Ruggles’s “The Eye of Sovereignty: Poetry and Vision in the Alhambra’s 
Lindaraja Mirador” (1997) each analyze the frame as methodology. Ruggles’s work shows how 
the abstract theories of Derrida and Tagg become tangible in a study that conjoins of art, 
architecture and landscape. The double- and triple-framed landscape view—framed once by the 
sovereign/building’s graphically-expressed “voice,” once again by the architectural form of the 
window, then yet again by the arrangement of figure and ground through architecture and 
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landscape architecture—conveys layers of formal, social, and historical meaning.263 Issues of 
framing inform the arguably most well-known of spatio-visual arguments, Michel Foucault’s 
discourse on Jeremy Bentham’s Panopticon.264 In The Practice of Everyday Life, Michel de 
Certeau offers a counterpoint to Foucault’s characterization of the relentlessness with which 
visuality coalesces institutional authority; de Certeau’s essay “Walking in the City” inscribes 
agency in the individual’s act of walking and thereby offers “tactics” for resisting the authority 
of the panoptic strategies that pervade contemporary culture and the built environment.265 
Panorama studies have addressed the role and experience of the spectator, the formal and 
mechanical details of panorama technology, and the iconography depicted, but to date have not 
really grappled with the urban landscape in which the panoramic representation is situated. 
Visual theory, as applied in the landscape studies I have discussed, affords a framework for 
addressing the space of the panorama as it stands in actual landscape space. The same sources 
demonstrate the necessity of reflecting critically on vision itself as it is applied in landscape 
analysis. For example, Silverman’s Lacanian formulation of visuality provides a foundation for 
understanding the park landscape as an image (screen) that stands in the social space of the gaze, 
between the subject-as-spectacle and the subject-as-look. If, as I will argue, the panorama was an 
influential spatio-visual mode of landscape representation whose interest depended on a 
negotiation between its physical and perceptual frames during the period when large urban parks 
were designated and constructed, then the dynamics of subject and object, gaze and look, frame 
and screen deployed in immersive landscape representations (panoramas) can be extrapolated to 
the park in order to assess the extent to which the park landscape can be understood to express 
panoramic sensibilities. 
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The space in which the respective representations that are the panorama and the park play out 
is a space that necessarily contains other spectators. In both, visitors engage the representation 
not only by seeing it, but also by feeling it; and importantly, they are seen as they do so. It is in 
this sense that the representation (panorama or park) depends, in a highly legible manner, on the 
interpolation of the subject-as-spectacle and the subject-as-look, and that the sense of sight is 
itself see-able (this is why the gaze is social). The panorama produces the sense that one has 
really visited the place it depicts by subtly rendering the purely visual haptically socially 
sensible. In this way, the panorama is sensed both visually and haptically; or we might say, not 
just through the gaze but through the look (or again we might say through not only through the 
gaze but also via the glance.)  
It is in the space of the park that the real significance of the comparison with the panorama 
emerges: the park landscape extends the representational mode of the panorama not by enacting 
its surface, but by enacting its space. In that space, visitors themselves constitute iconography as 
they respond to a picturesque landscape (in the sense that the picturesque describes a way of 
making gardens that look like landscape paintings.) The iconography of urban dwellers enjoying 
public and public/private park landscapes contributes in turn to the cultural, political, and 
economic production of the city.266 Embeded in that production are the three values traditionally 
associated with parks: health, including recreation and hygiene; ecology; and civility. But if the 
large urban park was central, not ancillary, to the nineteenth-century production of the urban 
citizen, its role is obscured now by the outmodedness of the visual culture in which that cultural 
product emerged. 
 
                                                
266 See Harvey, 2012; Lefebvre, 1991. 
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LANDSCAPE IN THE EXPANDED FIELD. Rosalind Krauss offers a model for thinking 
through the intersection of landscape, architecture, and image. Her 1994 study The Optical 
Unconscious (1994) remains a groundbreaking rewriting of modernist art history that treats 
vision as a conscious (as opposed to mechanistic) process that also comprises unconscious 
dimensions. She lays the theoretical groundwork for a new reading of modernist painting and 
sculpture by graphically rendering the dialectics of figure and ground as an expanded field 
diagram. In order to understand how this works, let us begin (as she does) with a Klein group 
(fig. 2.2). Krauss uses this arrangement to differentiate modernism as, on one hand, a linear 
history told as the stylistic progression from “impressionism to neoimpressionism to fauvism to 
cubism to abstraction” toward an “ever more abstract and abstracting opticality” from 
modernism as a realm—a “topography.”267 She proposes that this latter sense of modernism be 
thought as a graph or chart, a shift that spatializes the matter. This allows for an exploration of 
modernism’s “logic as a topography rather than following the threads of it as a narrative.”268 
What Krauss calls a graph, I will refer to as a diagram. Figure 2.2 begins with the 
fundamental binary pair of figure and ground. Beneath each term is placed its inverse or 
negative—its opposite, in the simplest spatial sense. The opposite of ground is expressed as not-
ground; the opposite of figure, not-figure. The top and bottom horizontal axes of what is now a 
square express the same binary duality: ground is to figure just as not-ground is to not-figure. 
The diagonals in the center indicate equations: ground is the same as not-figure; figure is the 
same as not-ground. These diagonals constitute deixic pairs, in which a double-negative—the 
inversion of the opposite—produces sameness.269 Krauss uses the Klein group because it can 
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represent a universe, a system of thinking in its entirety, a system that will be both bracketed by and generated 
from a fundamental pair of oppositions. This of course is the universe of visual perception, the one that is 
mapped by a distinction between figure and ground so basic that it [the universe of visual perception] is 
unimaginable, we could say, without the possibility of the distinction. The Gestalt psychologists have told us 
that: if no figure-detached-from-ground, then no vision.270 
That is, the expanded field diagram is capable of representing “a universe,” a “topography,” a 
realm: the realm of the seen. Krauss explains that while the oppositions situated along the four 
sides appear logically identical, they are nevertheless subtly distinguishable: “All around the 
square we find the same thing stated over and over—figure versus ground—except not stated 
exactly the same way. It’s in the not-exactly-the-same-way that the square’s beauty lies.”271 She 
traces this logic to structural thinkers like Claude Lévi-Strauss (Belgian, 1908-2009) and A. J. 
Greimas (French, 1917-1992): just as different cultures produce variants of the same myths, and 
it is in the nuances variations that cultural difference resides, “rewriting” the figure-ground 
opposition in the terms shown by the four sides of the Klein group opens up a set of “maybe[s],” 
a dimension of “possibility,” that is not acknowledged by the bald absolutes at the top of the 
diagram.272 
Krauss proceeds by enumerating the five “advantages” of the diagram. First, it dispenses 
with the linearity of the modernist narrative and instead “captures the inner logic of modernist art 
on its own grounds—that of the terms of vision.”273 Second, it renders subtle differences 
legible.274 Third, it demonstrates finitude, boundedness.275 Fourth, it enables us to stand outside 
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the “universe” being described—that is, outside the realm of visuality.’”276 The diagram’s fifth 
advantage, the one that Krauss’s book investigates, is its “perfection”: “[I]t is perfect. Both a 
perfect descriptor and a perfect patsy.”277 Krauss addresses the diagram’s greatest strength and 
greatest weakness, its flatness, by concluding, “The problem of this book will be to show that the 
depths are there [despite the diagram’s apparent flatness, shallowness], to show that the graph’s 
transparency is only seeming: that it masks what is beneath it, or to use a stronger term, represses 
it.”278 
The repressed content of Modernism that Krauss seeks to reveal with the figure-ground Klein 
group begins with Michael Fried’s final sentence in his 1967 essay “Art and Objecthood,” 
published in Artforum (republished in Battock’s edited Minimal Art, 1968), which Krauss finds 
to be consonant with the motives of Frank Stella and Clement Greenberg.279 Krauss does not 
quote that sentence, but she explains that “the visual speed that produces the disincarnated look 
is not an athlete’s [Stella revered the baseball hitter Ted Williams] but an evangelical Christian’s, 
or God’s. [Fried’s final sentence] produced a shudder, like a lining ripping open so that the 
ideological seams showed through.”280 
The space Krauss delineates in the Klein group shown in figure 2.2 invites comparison with 
both the space of the painted panorama and the space of the nineteenth-century urban landscape 
park. Enlarging the Klein group into an expanded field will allows us to explore such a 
                                                                                                                                                       
“triumphant, rational energy;” excitement; sense of breakthrough; discovery; elegance; thrill. In other words, the 
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comparison. Krauss’s earlier work offers the tools to do this. To be clear, a Klein group is not an 
expanded field diagram; it is only the nucleus of one. In 1979, Krauss published a diagram that 
used a similar strategy to situate artworks and built landscapes in a spatial continuum (fig. 1.6). 
This Klein group takes not figure and ground but landscape and architecture as the terms for the 
“complex” (top) axis. Her objective was to situate sculpture in a context that was not limited to 
art, but rather in which art, architecture, and landscape interact, thereby developing a new frame 
of reference in which to consider works of art that didn’t fit the modernist sculptural canon (for 
example, land art). By expanding the Klein group into an expanded field diagram, she “set 
up…relations and distinctions that for the first time placed the ‘sculpture’ of the 1960s in its 
relationship to other, non-sculptural arts—landscape and architecture.”281 
That essay, “Sculpture in the Expanded Field,” has become a foundational text for the 
postmodern theory of landscape architecture. In it, Krauss describes the late-nineteenth century 
“fading of the logic of the monument” and the development in the twentieth century of a 
modernist logic that stands as the inverse of the monument—“its negative condition—a kind of 
sitelessness, or homelessness, an absolute loss of place.”282 Krauss asks, if the relationship of the 
bottom pairing (not-landscape/not-architecture) can be expressed as sculpture, what of the other 
three sides? That is, if, as we have seen, the four sides of a Klein group express subtly different 
conditions, then presumably the other three sides express something a little different from 
sculpture, especially given the climate in which Krauss’s study is rooted.283 She poses this 
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question by positioning sculpture beneath the Klein group and placing question marks at the 
intersections of landscape/architecture, architecture/not-architecture, and landscape/not-
landscape. 
In structural theory, the Klein or Piaget group contains two “axes,” or fundamental 
oppositions, the top and bottom of the square. The top axis is the “complex” and the bottom axis 
is the “neuter.” The left and right sides of the box, which describe relationships of contradiction 
or involution, are called schemas. In figures 1.6 and 2.3, landscape/architecture forms a binary 
opposition between terms that since post-Renaissance art had been thought of as mutually 
exclusive, as exclusive as figure and ground. But if sculpture is the neuter (or repressed) realm 
produced by Krauss's pairing of not-landscape with not-architecture, what is the complex realm 
produced by landscape/architecture?  
Although one answer seems obvious now (landscape architecture), it is important to 
remember that Krauss is rendering these as opposing terms. Krauss expresses the complex of 
landscape/architecture as “site construction.” Once one has “gained the ‘permission’ to think 
these other forms,” the left and right sides can be filled out as well: landscape/not-landscape = 
marked sites; architecture/not architecture = axiomatic structures (fig. 1.6).284 The four points on 
the diamond represent the range of media with which Krauss is concerned. 
Figure 1.7 illustrates my adaptation of Krauss’s expanded field diagram for the purposes of 
the present study. The term at the upper left side of the Klein group remains the same: landscape. 
I have replaced the term at the upper right, architecture, with picture. With that change, the 
diagram is transformed. Whereas in Krauss’s EFD, landscape/architecture = site construction, 
mine renders the equation on the complex upper axis as landscape/picture = picturesque. In place 
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of Krauss’s neuter axis, not-landscape/not-architecture, my diagram’s neuter axis comprises not-
landscape/not-picture. 
My Klein group renders a different expanded field. The left side, landscape/not-landscape 
remains unchanged from Krauss’s diagram, but instead of interpreting these as marked sites 
(Krauss cites Robert Smithson’s Spiral Jetty and Michael Heizer’s Double Negative), I express 
this pairing as park. If imagining that large late-nineteenth-century urban parks can occupy the 
same category as iconic twentieth-century earthworks seems counterintuitive, suffice it for now 
to say that such parks are as interventionist and iconographically powerful as those artworks, if 
less obviously so: their naturalistic design vernacular obscures the facts of the earthmoving and 
rigorous non-native plantings with which they were created.285 
The right side of my diagram pairs picture/not-picture. This is the position in which Krauss 
asserts that architecture/not-architecture = axiomatic structures. Here, Krauss locates artists who 
render an “intervention into the real space of architecture,” including Robert Irwin, Sol Lewitt, 
and Bruce Naumann.286 I define the corresponding schema on the right side of my EFD as 
picture/not picture = panorama. A panorama is a picture that is interesting precisely because it is 
sensed, visually and haptically, as something other than a picture: it seems, in a viscerally 
affecting way, real, and it accomplishes this by its appropriation of the real space of architecture. 
This is the panorama’s most fundamental characteristic, as I will show in Chapter Three. 
                                                
285 See Smithson, “Spiral Jetty”, n.d., n.p., http://www.diaart.org/visit/visit/robert-smithson-spiral-jetty, accessed 
May 6, 2017; and Heizer, “Double Negative,” n.d., n.p., http://doublenegative.tarasen.net/double-negative/, accessed 
May 6, 2017. 
286 Here a difficulty with Krauss’s analysis arises: difference among the categories she defines is not well-described. 
The same artists appear on all four sides; their positioning on different sides of the diagram is not fully explained. 
Nevertheless, persistent interest in the essay demonstrates that its brevity was productive and has allowed other 
scholars to mine the distinctions Krauss established. Google Scholar shows that the essay has been cited 825 times 
as of July 16, 2017. Recently a conference organized around her use of the EFD drew the top names in art history 
and visual studies; see Papapetros, 2014. 
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Krauss expresses the product of the neuter axis in her EFD as not-landscape/not-architecture 
= sculpture. That is, sculpture is the form whose status is defined as a negative condition. For 
now, I leave this as a question mark in my EFD: not-landscape/not-picture = what? If the 
outcome is similar to Krauss’s findings, the construct that fits here will be something that seems 
obsolete and is thus hidden in plain sight, and that exists in a relationship to the other products—
park, picturesque, panorama—such that a larger, integrated frame of reference is formed. I have 
in a sense inverted Krauss’s reasoning so that her starting point is my ending point. She began at 
the bottom of the graph, grappling with the question of how and why sculpture had come to be 
defined as a negative condition (whatever thing can be defined as neither architecture nor as 
landscape). It would appear that I have defined my graph from the top down, beginning with 
Krauss’s EFD and arriving at a question mark at the bottom of the graph. 
This brings us to the “advantages of the graph,” as Krauss would put it—that is, the use-value 
of the diagram as it will drive my research. Most of the terms are the same: The first advantage 
of the expanded field diagram shown in fig. 1.7 is that it addresses designed landscape as a form 
of representation, expressed in terms of vision, and thereby captures the “inner logic” that 
activates the park, the picturesque, and the panorama. The second advantage is that it asserts that 
park, picturesque, and panorama are different from one another in subtle ways, rather than 
categorical ones. That is, it allows the antiquated medium of the panorama to inhabit the same 
context as picturesque landscape generally and park landscape specifically, without suppressing 
their differences by equating them. Parks and panoramas have not been interpreted in relation to 
one another before; the graphic asserts that they are closer to one another, in affect and 
expression, than we have understood, and that the relationship was obvious in the time of their 
design in the nineteenth century. The third benefit of the expanded field diagram is its finitude: 
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the graphic delimits an area of inquiry. The fourth benefit is that it allows us to stand outside a 
phenomenon we normally exist within, and thereby allows us to gain perspective on it. For 
Krauss, the fifth “advantage of the graph” is the motivation for her book, The Optical 
Unconscious: it is a formal match for the object of her inquiry. It is “perfect” in form, much as 
the modernist artworks she seeks to examine; as such it mirrors the artworks in question. For 
Krauss, the diagram’s perfection makes it a “perfect patsy”: its flatness “represses” the depth of 
the phenomena it surveys. The repression illustrated by the diagram’s apparent flatness 
corresponds with the intervening presence of the image/screen that Silverman illustrates in the 
gaze (that is, in the interpolated space of subject-as-look and subject-as-seen). The expanded 
field diagram shown in figures 1.7 and 1.8 represent a framework for the interpretation of the 
dissertation’s findings that is foregrounded in the dissertation’s title, The Panoramic Mode, and 
fleshed out in Chapter Six. 
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CHAPTER THREE | An Immersive Multimedia Landscape Construct 
 
CHROMATICS AND ATMOSPHERIC EFFECTS. Panorama iconography of the nineteenth 
century falls into one of three categories: battle scenes, biblical views, and sites of geographic or 
touristic interest. In all three, a 360-degree scene is shown from an elevated viewpoint that 
extends from the foreground to the horizon. The intense pictorial depth produces the impression 
of a vast landscape scale—scale that clearly supercedes that of painting or architecture. This 
confounding impression of scale, one of the key features of immersive media, produces the 
sensation of being physically present “in” the depicted landscape. 
Immersion engages the body. In an immersive environment, one must turn in order to see the 
view that surrounds, and the larger the space within which one can turn around, or even move 
about to explore the view, the more immersive the experience. If one loses one’s place the 
moment the eye wanders, or loses access to the sense of visual extent upon stepping away from a 
particular viewpoint, then the representation is not immersive. But if one can turn this way and 
that, walk over here and over there, while the experience of visual extent persists, unimpeded by 
a frame, then one can feel as though one is “in” the place depicted. While vision is the dominant 
sense in a panorama, the immersive sensation not disembodied, eye-as-mind, purely optical or 
cerebral; rather the visual experience is supported by the skin’s registration of airflow and 
temperature shifts and the body’s sense of bearing its own weight in space. 
One of the best surviving examples of the panorama’s period effects can be found in the 
Mesdag Panorama in the Hague, Netherlands. The sailing ships and maritime activity that 
Hendrik Willem Mesdag (Dutch, 1831-1915) depicted in his immersive 1881 view of the nearby 
seaside village and dunes at Scheveningen have passed into history, yet today a similar landscape 
of vegetated dunes lies just a few miles southwest, at Kijkduin (fig. 3.1). The views afforded by 
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this broadly horizontal landscape share numerous characteristics with the virtual views inside 
Mesdag’s panorama. Crisscrossed by lightly demarcated trails, Kijkduin affords extensive 360-
degree vistas from numerous elevated points. This is the sort of place all panoramas represent, 
regardless of whether the subject is of political, religious, or geographic significance. The 
landscape sensations once typical of Scheveningen and still available at Kijkduin make the latter 
a popular destination for nearby residents and tourists today.  
The attraction of this site is continuous with the attraction of immersive representations. 
Indeed, its panoramic character motivates an immersive twentieth-century earthwork by the 
American land artist James Turrell (American, b. 1943). Situated high in the dunes Kijkduin, 
Turrell’s two-part Celestial Vault (1996) consists of a pair of circular viewing stations designed 
to frame the sky and the landscape and bring the visitor to awareness of her own process of 
perception. Functioning as a smaller version of his ongoing, incomplete project Roden Crater in 
Arizona, Celestial Vault first invites the visitor to notice that, when viewed a certain way, the sky 
looks like a dome; and then to notice the dome while perceiving the larger landscape.  
Celestial Vault directs the viewer’s attention toward the sky, whereas panoramas direct the 
view out across the ground plane, but Turrell’s project nevertheless demonstrates some of the 
key elements in immersive landscape experience, including its affiliation with pictures and its 
foundations in nineteenth-century media and viewing practices. Landscape historian John Stilgoe 
defines that culture of looking as the study of “chromatics”: 
Until the turn of the [twentieth] century, noticing the interplay of light and dark and the myriad effects of 
interacting color across the landscape meant engaging in the study of chromatics, sometimes called gentleman’s 
chromatics or ladies’ chromatics by professional artists, but often called meteorology by well-educated people 
who knew that weather included far more than rain or wind. A stunning collection of “atmospheric effects,” 
everything from mirages to double rainbows to over-the-horizon glimpses called looming, figured in the 
education of well-to-do children lucky enough to get beyond the one-room schoolhouse and prepare themselves 
for analyzing art, especially painting. …So long vanished that even historians of the visual retrieve its fragments 
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with difficulty, education in visual acuity explains both the origins of careful tourism and the care with which 
many people not only designed and built houses and gardens but supported efforts to beautify cities, suburbs, 
and even villages. Educated people looked acutely and valued landscapes and paintings and even furniture that 
rewarded scrutiny.287 
Turrell mines late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century modes of landscape looking in order to 
pursue his overarching interest in making perception itself perceptible. One of the key sources 
for his earthworks at Roden Crater and Kijkduin is the work of Dutch astronomer Marcel 
Minnaert (1893-1970). Minnaert’s 1937 book Light and Color in the Outdoors constitutes a late 
entry in the nineteenth-century tradition that Stilgoe describes. That Turrell draws on Minnaert’s 
research is well documented; he cites Minnaert’s work in interviews, and his hand annotations to 
Minnaert’s entry on celestial vaulting appear in the exhibition catalog for the earthwork at 
Kijkduin. 
Minnaert teaches readers to see and understand a myriad of landscape and atmospheric 
perceptual phenomena.288 Regarding the organic and cognitive origins of a phenomenon he 
refers to as “celestial vaulting,” he writes, 
when you are outside and look up at the sky, you do not get the impression of a limitless space above you, nor 
that of a hemisphere hovering above you and the earth. It looks more like a vault whose height above you is 
much less than the distance between you and the horizon [see Minnaert’s diagrams in my figs. 3.2 and 3.3]. It is 
an impression, no more, but to most people a very convincing one: its explanation is psychological and not 
physical.289 
All of Turrell’s artworks are designed, in one way or another, to induce the viewer to 
perceive something in a manner that diverges from ordinary perception and to notice that 
divergence. The artist recalibrates the viewer’s senses and teaches her to deploy them in other 
contexts. Celestial Vault uses a pair of viewing stations to teach visitors how to avail themselves 
                                                
287 Stilgoe, 1998, 12-13. 
288 Turrell hand-annotated pages 173-173 of Minnaert’s Light and Color in the Outdoors, 1937. See Turrell, 1996, 
and my Appendix B. Adcock’s references to Turrell’s comments on Minnaert’s work span his 1990 monograph on 
Turrell. 
289 Minnaert, 1937, 172. See his figure 110.  
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of the strange chromatic phenomenon Minnaert refers to as celestial vaulting. The first viewing 
station limits the view, so as to distill the effect; the second viewing station urges the viewer to 
find the phenomenon in a broader landscape context.  
The overarching object of regard in Celestial Vault is the viewer’s own process of 
perception. This process of reflexive perception is also intrinsic to the appeal of panoramas, 
which are intriguing first by offering virtual access to distant locations and events, then by 
sustaining wonder at the paradox of their simultaneous convincingness and impossibility, and 
finally by provoking curiosity about how they create their effects. It is likely that Turrell’s 
project was attractive to the Hague’s Stroom Art Council in part because the council is audience 
for whom the nineteenth-century panorama remains a familiar and culturally-relevant medium. 
No publications on Celestial Vault or Turrell’s work have explicitly mentioned the nearby 
Mesdag Panorama or suggested any association between his works and panoramas, but 
considering the overlap between the sites they engage, the sensations they evoke, and the 
traditions they spring from, the connection is legible. 
Celestial Vault can be photographed, but its main effect cannot be reproduced in a two-
dimensional graphic. In this way too, it is similar to the disposition of the panorama, a medium 
whose main effect defies two-dimensional representation. Walking the reader through the 
landscape of Celestial Vault will prepare the reader for a discussion of the landscape issues 
(image, topography, space) that animate the panorama. Furthermore, this very landscape is the 
subject of an extant panorama whose present installation exemplifies nineteenth-century 
panoramas and their period effects. 
Figure 3.1 shows the earthwork in the context of the larger landscape. The green circle at the 
lower right contains a low viewing station. Beneath it, four paths converge on a high viewing 
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station. Figure 3.4 shows the path approaching the former, which is surrounded by a manmade 
vegetated crater. Entered via a tunnel (fig. 3.5), the crater contains a limestone monument. This 
is not meant to be gazed at; rather, it is for visitors to lie upon (fig. 3.6). The monument positions 
the viewer’s head slightly lower than her feet, at an angle that directs the gaze upward at a 90-
degree angle from the earth, rather than the angle of 80 degrees or so that occurs when one lies 
on the ground (figs. 3.3 and 3.6 to 3.8).290 Figures 3.9 and 3.10 show the approach to and apex of 
the high viewing station. 
The monuments can be understood as plinths, and they function as plinths generally do—as 
exhibition furnishings—but with a different effect: when the visitor lies on the plinth, s/he 
becomes both viewer and the artwork. That is, her own perceptual apparatus becomes the object 
of regard, so that perception itself becomes emerges into perceptibility. At stake is vision as it is 
located in the body and commingled with the other senses, especially touch. 
Celestial Vault is supplemented by interpretive graphic signage (figs. 3.11-3.13). These 
diagrams explain what celestial vaulting is and show the visitor how to engage with the artwork 
so as to experience the phenomenon. Simplified versions of Minnaert’s graphics, these diagrams 
are populated by figures whose positions visitors are invited to emulate. Without these diagrams, 
visitors would not understand how to interact with the work; as such, they are necessary to its 
success. They illustrate and confirm Turrell’s use of early-twentieth-century texts on chromatics 
and atmospheric effects, which are rooted in the studies of “ladies’ chromatics” and 
“gentlemen’s chromatics” that Stilgoe described. But while they are necessary, they cannot, in 
themselves, convey the sensation of embodied experience. 
                                                
290 See Adcock, 1990, 182 (his fig. 118) for an image of Turrell lying on the ground in Roden Crater with his head 
tipped far back so as to achieve a 90-degree angle from which to “observe the visual impression of celestial vaulting, 
1984.” 
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Like Celestial Vault, panoramas require the supplement of images and words. Both are 
round, and they are about the same size, roughly 40 meters in diameter. Each is approached 
through a tunnel. Both take their effects at the scale of landscape and sky—Celestial Vault does 
this on a site quite similar to, and only about 2.5 miles from, the site that is the subject of the 
surviving panorama just a few miles from there. Each draws attention to the nature of perception, 
highlighting the difference between the perceived and the real and invoking the sublime through 
this difference. Neither’s effects can be reproduced in two-dimensional graphics, but the effects 
of each nevertheless depends, as we will see, on supplementation by various kinds of two-
dimensional graphics. 
Just as Celestial Vault is more than just a pair of sculptures, a panorama is more than just an 
image. It is a site-specific multimedia production comprising three parts: 1. a canvas curved in 
both its x and y axes and painted in anamorphic perspective;291 2. a three-dimensional foreground 
or faux terrain; and 3. the architectural structure within which these elements are deployed. As a 
format for representation, the panorama is a distinctly nineteenth-century construct. Three 
American examples survive to the present day, but their current installations differ markedly 
from the way they were originally presented. In order to experience a panorama as nineteenth-
century viewers might have done, it is necessary to travel abroad. Mesdag’s panorama of 
Scheveningen in 1880 from the Signpost Dune (1881) is still mounted in its original, purpose-
built rotunda in the Hague’s downtown, where it delivers a fully-intact period immersive 
experience. Together, image, objects, and architecture offer present-day visitors, as it offered 
those of the nineteenth century, the uncanny sensation of standing in open air upon a rustic, 
                                                
291 “Anamorphic” means systematically distorted. According to Oxford Dictionaries, anamorphosis means “a 
distorted projection or drawing which appears normal when viewed from a particular point or with a suitable mirror 
or lens.” A panorama appears distorted when the canvas is laid flat, but its perspective resolves into lifelikeness 
when hung in a rotunda. 
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canopied viewing platform situated high on a dune overlooking the North sea and a nearby 
fishing village. 
The representational issues that arise in the panorama and related media reflect the formation 
of period understandings of landscape space and place and characterize the visual/media cultural 
context in which large nineteenth-century public landscape parks emerged. Robert Barker’s 1787 
invention demonstrates the structure and experience of the panorama as an immersive, hybrid 
two- and three-dimensional construct. Comparing the curation of the world’s extant examples, in 
particular contrasting the Mesdag Panorama with the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s installation 
of John Vanderlyn’s Panorama of the Palace and Gardens at Versailles (1818-19) and with Paul 
Philippoteaux’s Panorama of the Battle at Gettysburg (1883), now on permanent view at the 
Gettysburg National Military Park in Pennsylvania, helps to explain the differences between the 
disposition of panoramas as they were presented to nineteenth-century audiences and how they 
have been curated for twentieth- and twenty-first-century appetites. 
Addressing the difference between panoramas and representations of panoramas shows that 
while 2D graphics don’t capture the sensations afforded by immersive hybrid 2D/3D media, they 
do refer to such sensations, and are necessary for the fulfillment of the panorama’s intended 
effect. This relationship mirrors the situation of landscape itself, which, as I described in Chapter 
One, synthesizes space with image. The panorama’s popularity helps to explain the medium’s 
role in shaping period understandings of nature and landscape in the context of imperial 
expansion and the growth of urban centers. 
 
PANORAMIC STRUCTURE: BARKER. The invention of the panorama is attributed 
primarily to Robert Barker (Irish, 1739-1806), who settled with his wife Catherine Aston (Irish, 
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1744-1842)292 in Edinburgh. There he earned an income by painting portraits and miniatures and 
teaching perspective drawing.293 According to the Dictionary of National Biography, 1885, 
Barker was the first to paint and exhibit a panoramic picture on a large scale. The Dictionary 
explains, 
There are several stories current as to the means by which the idea was first suggested to him. The most credible 
of these accounts is to the effect that, while sketching on the summit of Calton Hill at Edinburgh, his eye was 
struck with certain effects which suggested to him the possibility of painting a picture on a large cylindrical 
surface to represent the entire scene around him to the very horizon.”294 
The online Oxford Dictionary of National Biography elaborates the story: 
In the mid-1780s, while walking on Calton Hill, it occurred to Barker to record the city using a square frame 
fixed to one spot. By drawing the scene within it, and then rotating and drawing the next section, and then the 
next, and so on, the entire 360 degree view would eventually be recorded. Drawings, presumably using this 
method, were made by [his] twelve-year-old [son] Henry Aston [Barker]. The outlines were then transferred to 
paper pasted on linen. However, Barker discovered that, when arranged in a circle, the horizontal lines of these 
drawings appeared curved. A system had to be devised to make them appear straight.295 
Robert Barker’s invention is further characterized upon the passing of his son, Henry Aston 
Barker, on July 19, 1856. Appearing in the Gentleman’s Magazine and Historical Review in that 
year, the younger Barker’s obituary explains, 
The drawings being made on flat surfaces, when placed together in a circle the horizontal lines appeared curved 
instead of straight, unless on the exact level of the eye; and to meet this difficulty Mr. [Robert] Barker had to 
invent a system of curved lines peculiarly adapted to the concave surface of his picture, which should appear 
straight when viewed from a platform at a certain level in the centre.296 
Neither these sources nor Barker’s 1787 patent application details the means of adapting the 
perspectival projection for the canvas’s “concave” surface. Actually this surface is parabolic, as I 
observed on site at a number of panoramas—smaller at the top than the bottom, and narrowest 
                                                
292 Harrison, 2008, n.p., http://www.oxforddnb.com.proxy2.library.illinois.edu/view/article/1411?docPos=4. 
293 Dictionary of National Biography, “Barker, Robert (1739-1806),” 1885, 209-10.This print source states that 
Barker “is generally credited with the first invention of ‘panoramic’ representation, but, according to some 
authorities (Convers. Lex.), the principle is due to Professor Breisig of Danzig.”  
294 Ibid. 
295 Harrison, 2008, n.p., http://www.oxforddnb.com.proxy2.library.illinois.edu/view/article/1411?docPos=4. 
296 G.R.C., “Henry Aston Barker, Esq.,” 1856, 515. 
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somewhere in the middle of the vertical height, as an effect of the canvas’s suspended weight 
and flexibility. It is in the method for creating apparently-straight horizontal lines on a parabolic 
surface that Barker’s greatest technical innovation lies. 
The patent does describe the panorama’s structure and its intended effects.297 Key among 
these details are the assertion that an entire view is given as it would appear to an observer 
“turning quite round”; its housing in a round building, daylighted from the top by a circular 
fenestration; an enclosure that confines viewers to a central area, thus preserving their position 
relative to the painting’s perspective; a canopy over the viewing area that obscures the painting’s 
top edge; some similar blocking device to conceal the painting’s edge; an entrance from below, 
so as not to interrupt the canvas’s surface with a door; “ventilators,” or fans, placed below the 
platform to create an outdoorsy airflow; and the fixing of the viewing platform at a height 
relative to the painting so as to “make observers…feel as if really on the very spot.”298 
No illustration accompanies the 1796 publication of Barker’s 1787 application, but the 
American engineer Robert Fulton (American, 1765-1815) made a similar patent application in 
France in 1799, in which he provided two illustrations (fig. 3.14) that correspond with Barker’s 
description. Like Barker, Fulton was a painter who specialized in miniatures and was an inventor 
as well. He is best remembered for his innovations in canal transportation, but he is also 
remembered for introducing the panorama to Paris. 299 The first of these were the Vue de Paris 
depuis les Tuileries by Pierre Prévost (French, 1764-1823), Jean Mouchet, and Denis 
Fontaine,300 and the Panorama of the Burning of Moscow, both dated 1800.301 Fulton is generally 
                                                
297 Barker, 1796, 165-167. The full text of Barker’s 1787 patent application is provided in my Appendix C. 
298 Ibid. 
299 Hartenberg, 2017, n.p., https://www.britannica.com/biography/Robert--American-inventor. 
300 “Robert Fulton,” n.d., n.p., https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robert_Fulton, accessed May 6, 2017. 




reported to have adapted Barker’s invention, rather than to have engineered the panorama 
simultaneously and independently. In any case, when Barker’s patent expired in 1801, numerous 
artists and investors undertook to produce panoramas of their own. 
While none of the sources I have cited address the manner in which the panorama’s 
perspective is actually constructed, a publication from later in the century gives some clues. In 
1886, St. Nicholas’s Illustrated Magazine for Young Folks published a detailed fifteen-page 
essay by Theodore Russell Davis (American, 1840-1894) in which he details the process of 
developing a panorama, or “cyclorama,” as the medium was known at that point. In addition to 
working as a staff artist for Harper’s Weekly, Davis was an accomplished Civil War illustrator 
and employed as a Civil War technical advisor by William Wehner’s American Panorama 
Company (APC) in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Davis relates at some length exactly how a 1/10 
scale “first plan” (five feet high by forty feet wide) is developed. Finally, he explains how this 
composition is scaled and projected onto a 50’ x 400’ parabolic canvas: 
House painters now spread over the canvas a ton or more of “whiting” (white lead and oil), which when dry 
forms the surface upon which the artists paint the panorama. The original drawing has meanwhile been 
photographed by sections on glass plates. By an arrangement of lenses and strong light, like a magic lantern, an 
enlarged image of every section is thrown upon the great canvas, which has similarly been lined off into 
sections and squares, every section of the original drawing being magnified to the exact size of the 
corresponding section on the canvas. 
For this work, night is the most favorable time, as the lines are then more sharply outlined, and, being distinctly 
visible, can be rapidly traced onto the canvas with umber. The illustration showing this scene fully explains the 
work. But as the great canvas is so much larger than the paper on which the first drawing was made, the 
enlarged copy of that drawing always seems to contain too few figures. When all of the lines, therefore, are 
traced upon the canvas, many more figures have to be introduced into the scene, otherwise old soldiers and their 
friends would ask: "Where are your troops?"302 
The accompanying image (fig. 3.15) shows an artist working by the light of a projector. This 
is this is the only image of a system for rendering a panorama I have been able to find. The 
                                                
302 Davis, 1886, 104-105. 
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article’s numerous other illustrations of a panorama in progress appear to me to be engraved 
from photographs. Because they correspond with other extant photos of panoramas in progress, I 
regard this illustration as reliable. 
 
PANORAMIC EXPERIENCE: MESDAG. H. W. Mesdag is known to have used a related 
system. In 1880, at the height of the second wave of international interest in round panoramas, a 
group of Belgian investors commissioned Mesdag, a landscape painter best known for maritime 
views (figs. 3.16-3.17), to paint a panorama of the dunes at the North Sea near Den Haag. The 
investors purchased land on the Zeetstraat and hired the architect/contractor Gerard Klomp to 
design a sixteen-sided rotunda of iron columns in stone foundations with a cast iron roof.303 
Mesdag sketched the view on site at the dunes at Scheveningen on the inside of a glass 
cylinder measuring 18” high by 36” in diameter. The cylinder stood supported at eye level upon 
wooden legs similar to those of a tripod. This allowed the artist to stand inside and sketch 
directly from life on the inner surface of the glass while slowly turning 360 degrees. This 
cylinder, with its sketch, is on view at the panorama in the center of the Hague today (fig. 3.18). 
It may have been projected with a bright light onto the stretched, parabolically arrayed canvas. 
But as Davis’ text notes above, such an enlargement would provide only a rudimentary cartoon; 
there is much more to the process. The lowest portions of Mesdag’s canvas, which sit below the 
audience’s sight line, clearly show that the canvas was gridded in pencil, just as Davis describes 
(fig. 3.19).304 The artist, working with the assistance of his wife, the painter Sientje Mesdag van 
Houten (Dutch, 1834-1909) and other family members, completed the panorama in time for its 
scheduled 1881 opening.305 
                                                
303 Storm, 2003, 15. 
304 I had the opportunity to examine the lower portion of the canvas on my site visit on September 8, 2014. 
305 Storm, 2003, 17. 
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When the investing group went bankrupt in 1885, Mesdag and van Houten purchased the 
panorama, including the rotunda and all of its contents, at auction and began operating the 
attraction themselves. Upon Sientje’s death, H. W. Mesdag transferred ownership of the 
panorama to his family. A corporation formed by his descendants continues to operate it on the 
same site and has taken care to preserve its period disposition.306 
Known today as the Mesdag Panorama, the panorama transports its visitors in time as well as 
space (figs. 3.20–3.22). In addition to removing the visitor to a site several miles from the 
bustling urban center of Den Haag, it also delivers her to that landscape as it appeared in another 
time, when Mesdag lived and worked there in the 1880s. Although the panorama stands much as 
it did when first presented to the public, the landscape it depicts has changed dramatically. 
Today, the beach at Scheveningen has been intensely developed as one of the Netherlands’s 
most-visited seaside resorts (fig. 3.23).307 The rolling dunes, grasses, and extensive vistas of the 
1880s have been replaced by a corporate infrastructure of leisure. The Mesdag panorama’s 
transporting spatial and temporal effects are supported by its period-appropriate curation.  
Typically, a panorama first announces itself by the rotunda’s distinctive and imposing 
exterior. Cinema historian Angela Griffiths calls this its “hailing function,” drawing visitors in 
with the promise of a world unfolding inside. She writes, 
In some respects the panorama rotunda evinced a hailing function similar to that of the Gothic cathedral, 
signaling to audiences from some distance that what lay inside was to be experienced as something unique, 
memorable, and uncanny. Like the medieval cathedral, the late-eighteenth century rotunda rose majestically out 
of the earth, its domed, otherworldly profile promoting the virtual voyages audiences were invited to undertake 
upon emerging onto the viewing platform.308 
                                                
306 Ibid.,10-11. 
307 “Scheveningen,”, n.d. [digital resource]. 
308 Griffiths, 2008, 41. 
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This is typified by the rotunda housing Gebhard Fugel’s 1906 Panorama of Jerusalem at the 
Time of the Crucifixion in the Bavarian pilgrimage town of Altötting, Germany (fig. 3.24). A 
skylight runs around the roof, just as described in Barker’s patent. This panorama’s visibility 
from the street demonstrates the hailing function Griffiths describes and corresponds with the 
visibility of numerous rotundas when they were new.309 An 1858 watercolor of Burford’s 
(originally Barker’s) Panorama, located at nos. 14 and 15, Leicester Square, is less-obviously 
visible (fig. 3.25). Its street-level entrance obscures the rotunda, which is set back behind the 
adjacent storefronts, but from across the street the rotunda’s looming mass would indeed have 
announced the panorama to potential visitors.310 
The Mesdag Panorama rotunda does not display this prominence. Although the domed 
structure can be seen from the air (fig. 3.26), it is set back from the street and fully obscured by 
the high façade of the Mesdag Museum that now precedes it (fig. 3.27). The present density of 
the urban fabric prevents long views of the rotunda from any angle. But nonetheless, visitors are 
hailed by the word “panorama,” set in stone at the front elevation’s roofline. From the bright 
front gallery, the darkened passage that leads to the panorama can be seen at the terminus of the 
third gallery. Visitors move toward it through conventional galleries displaying Mesdag’s framed 
landscapes and seascapes. 
Figure 3.28 shows the entrance to the panorama tunnel. Light falling on a figure indicates the 
transition from a low-lit intermediate space set between the preceding gallery and this portal. As 
the visitor’s eyes adjust to near-total darkness, other senses compensate; the nose and skin 
register the stuffy stillness of enclosed atmosphere. The passage proceeds to a spiral stair (fig. 
3.29), where the light level increases as daylight filters down from the platform above. With eyes 
                                                
309 See for example Frederic Catherwood’s (British, 1799-1854) New York rotunda, which stood at Prince and 
Mercer Streets, discussed in Oettermann, 1997, 317-323. This source reproduces a surviving poster. 
310 This view has also been rendered by other illustrators. 
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that have adjusted to darkness, one ascends and emerges into comparatively brilliant daylight on 
what seems to be an outdoor viewing platform amid a noticeable breeze, and depending on the 
weather outside, a temperature shift (fig. 3.30). 
The Mesdag Panorama is rare in that the original cant or tilt of the floor has preserved. Not 
quite a level plane, the floorboards angle slightly down toward the surrounding railing (fig. 3.31). 
This subtle feature complicates the visitor’s sense of balance in a way that heightens awareness 
of bearing one’s own weight and suggests to the body and brain that one is negotiating 
something more akin to topography than architecture. Surrounding the platform is a landscape 
view that in every direction extends unbroken. The painting merges with carefully-positioned 
foreground elements at both ground and sky so that the frame dissolves and the depicted 
landscape seems to merge with the viewing space. The color and balance of daylight shift with 
the path of the sun and changes in the cloud cover. This allows seasonal difference as well as 
moment-to-moment transitions in the light that bring the view to life. Note the smooth transitions 
in light and dark across the scene in figures 3.32-33, also visible in figure 3.22. 
Figure 3.34 shows the view from below the platform, looking up toward the skylight. This 
vantage point would not have been permitted to period viewers, but it is illustrative for our 
purposes. At left is blue sky; at right, a large cloud appears through the glass. The transition 
between blue and white is indistinct, because the glass has been sandblasted. Frosting the 
skylight’s panes is a critical element, without which precisely demarcated shadows of the 
skylights mullions and bright areas of direct sunlight would ruin the representation’s effect.311 
                                                
311 This is unfortunately the case at the Panorama of the Battle of Waterloo in Belgium, whose rotunda was recently 
restored (figs. 3.35-3.36). Apparently, no one thought to frost the glass when it was replaced; the resulting patches of 
light and shade fully disable the illusion that the panorama is designed to produce. Fragments of the original frosted 
glazing still litter the behind-the-scenes ground plane (fig. 3.36). At Waterloo, cast light and shade fix the position of 
the picture plane’s position in space with absolute clarity, and thus the marriage of image and space—that is, the 
virtual landscape—is nonexistent. It is also worth noting that the top edge of the canvas is clearly visible in the view, 
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 At the Mesdag Panorama, the division between image and space is mediated effectively not 
only by frosted glass but by the overhead canopy that obscures both the skylight and top edge of 
the canvas (fig. 3.37).312 The fabric portion of the canopy is water-stained, but it still performs its 
function. Its hue matches that of the adjacent wooden supports. The entire structure, including its 
rustic railings, suggests a freestanding viewing station placed in open air. Further mediation 
between actual and fictive space appears in the foreground, traditionally referred to as the faux 
terrain. Figure 3.32 shows sand and beach grass; a beach tent, fishing net, and other items appear 
in figures 3.21 and 3.30. At no point is the gap between the sandy faux terrain and the painted 
topography discernible, even though, as shown in a view taken from below the platform in figure 
3.38, this is a gap of several meters. The viewer knows that the view can’t be real, but it is 
difficult to discern where reality stops and the image begins. The coordination of perspective and 
curation produce an uncanny impression of natural and extensive landscape space. 
 
CURATORIAL CONTRADICTIONS IN EXTANT U.S. PANORAMAS. The Panorama 
Mesdag is curated in much the same manner as it was initially presented to viewers, but this is 
unusual. Most panoramas have been updated for newer audiences, such that their effects are not 
the same as when they were made. For example, the three panoramas extant in the United States 
depart markedly from the effects for which they were designed. John Vanderlyn’s 1818-19 
Panorama of the Palace and Gardens at Versailles (New York City) is presented in a manner 
that largely relegates it to the representational status of wallpaper. Paul Philippoteaux’s 1884 
Battle of Gettysburg (Gettsyburg) is curated to approximate the workings of cinema.313 
                                                                                                                                                       
taken from the panorama platform, shown in fig. 3.36. This too impedes the illusion that a panorama is meant to 
produce. 
312 Barker’s patent, transcribed in full in my Appendix C, confirms the necessity of these features. 
313 The curatorial treatment of Heine and Lohr’s Battle of Atlanta (1885-86) has for decades evoked animatronics or 
the view from a slow-moving vehicle. This panorama is currently being re-housed in a purpose-built rotunda. See 
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Comparing their curations with Mesdag’s will serve to further delineate the pictorial, sculptural, 
and architectural workings of the nineteenth-century panorama. Table 3.2 provides a comparison 
of fifteen round panoramas from around the world.314 
 
Vanderlyn’s Versailles. John Vanderlyn’s (American, 1775-1852) Panorama of the Palace and 
Gardens at Versailles (1818-19) is the second-oldest surviving round panorama in the world (fig. 
3.39). Currently on view at the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York, it was originally 
exhibited in a purpose-built rotunda constructed in City Hall Park in 1818 (figs. 3.40-3.41).315 In 
addition to exhibiting his own panorama, Vanderlyn’s rotunda hosted panoramas by the leading 
panorama painters of the day, including Henry Aston Barker (Scottish, 1774-1856), Robert 
Burford (English, 1791-1861), and Robert Ker Porter (Scottish, 1777-1842).316 
Vanderlyn is typically remembered as the first American artist to study in France (1797-
1800).317 After his education, he practiced in Paris from 1802-15, with a stay in Rome in 1807-
08. His painting Ariadne on the Island of Naxos (1809-12) is regarded as an icon of American 
neoclassicism (fig. 3.42).318 He produced the sketches for his panorama at Versailles in 1814, 
where he is known to have used a camera obscura.319 He returned to New York in 1815 and 
worked to secure funding and support for a rotunda, which he designed himself, possibly with 
the assistance of a professional architect.320 Rather than construct a provisional structure, as was 
                                                                                                                                                       
“Atlanta Cyclorama,” n.d., n.p., http://www.atlantahistorycenter.com/explore/destinations/atlanta-cyclorama, 
accessed July 31, 2017. 
314 This data has never been compiled before and represents my original research and field work.  
315 The rotunda’s use as a panorama would persist for only 11 years. 
316 Avery, 1995, 9. 
317 Ibid. See also “The Senate House Museum,” n.d., n.p., http://senatehousekingston.org/senate-house-museum/, 
accessed July 31, 2017. 
318 Avery, 1995, 9-10; see his footnote 21. 
319 Ibid., 11. 
320 Ibid., 12. See Avery’s footnote 26 for inconclusive comments on who this might have been. 
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the norm, Vanderlyn or his architect designed a domed “temple of art” modeled on the Pantheon 
in Rome. 
New York’s Committee on Arts and Sciences approved Vanderlyn’s proposal with the 
comment that it would be “a highly ornamental edifice for that part of the city, and [would] 
encourage the Arts and Sciences, chasten the public taste and do honor to the Institutions of our 
city.”321 The ground level would house an art museum from which visitors would ascend a 
central staircase to view the panorama on the upper level. Kevin Avery writes that “the 
building—a neoclassical structure based on the Pantheon…is thought to be the first public art 
museum in New York.”322 
Known simply as the Rotunda at City Hall Park, in keeping with the way panoramas and 
many other attractions were known by their categorical or familial name at their street address, 
Vanderlyn’s edifice was designed to accommodate a panorama fifty-three feet in diameter by 
forty feet in height.323 He inaugurated the Rotunda not with the presentation of his own 
panorama but rather with Thomas Edward Barker’s View of the Interior of the City of Paris, 
Taken from the Tuileries, which has previously been presented at Barker’s Panorama on the 
Strand in London.324 According to a 1912 issue of the Metropolitan Museum of Art Bulletin, the 
                                                
321 Avery and Fodera; 1988, 19; see their footnote 31. 
322 Avery and Fodera, 1988, 19. This point reappears in several Met publications. See Howat, who in the preface to 
the same publication, calls the Rotunda “New York City’s first museum of art,” 9. The Met’s 1958 publication The 
Panoramic View… begins “The first art museum building erected in New York City was the Rotunda built in 1818 
by the artist John Vanderlyn,” 1. The Met’s no-longer-used gallery notes on Vanderlyn’s panorama assert that “the 
Rotunda was, in effect, New York’s first art museum”; see Flynn, 2009, 
http://richardflynn.net/blog/view/panoramic-view-of-the-palace-and-gardens-of-versailles, accessed October 20, 
2017. When I met with Elizabeth Kornhauser, Alice Pratt Brown curator of American Paintings and Sculptures, in 
2015, she was unaware of the existence of Vanderlyn’s Rotunda and objected to the idea that it could have been the 
city’s first art museum, the Met’s own publications to that point notwithstanding. 
323 W.E.H., 1912, 148. The Rotunda features prominently in the Met’s exhibition catalog Art and the Empire City: 
New York, 1825-1861, 2000. While the historical documents cited therein call it the Rotunda (6, 10, 39), the 
curatorial essays refer to it at the New-York Rotunda (38, 55, 56, 72, etc.) or Vanderlyn’s Rotunda (38). 
324 Avery, 1995, 13. Oettermann offers different information; he reports that the Rotunda opened with a panorama of 
the Battle of Paris, “clearly not identical” to the panorama titled The City of Paris mounted in 1821. In any case, 
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Rotunda also exhibited, in turn, panoramas of “Paris, Athens, the City of Mexico, The City and 
Lake of Geneva, and The Battles of Waterloo, Lodi, and that at the gates of Paris.”325 
Oettermann reports that the short, two-month run of Versailles in 1819 was immediately 
succeeded by a panorama by an unknown painter titled A View of Hell.326 
Vanderlyn used an “anamorphic” grid system, which Avery describes as “similar to that used 
by Baroque masters for painting vaulted church ceilings,” for transferring his cartoon to the 
panorama canvas.327 This consisted of a network of strings built in front of the curving canvas 
surface, which were then illuminated by a strong light standing on the viewing platform, so that 
the strings’ cast shadows could be traced onto the canvas.328 This method, like the 
aforementioned systems, solves the perspectival problem of rendering horizontal lines so that 
they will appear in correct perspective to a viewer standing on the platform. 
Vanderlyn’s Versailles panorama comprises two main one-point perspectival views. One 
toward the palace, while the other looks west along the Grand Allée. Avery identifies three 
“categories of event” in the panorama: figures pointing at various architectural and sculptural 
features; figures simply enjoying the setting; and the arrival of Louis XVIII, who appears on the 
central balcony, to the interest of various onlookers, including a portrait of Vanderlyn himself. 
This sequence of represented social activity distinguishes the panorama from others whose 
interest lay entirely in the depicted locale. 
                                                                                                                                                       
Oettermann’s list of panoramas shown in Vanderlyn’s rotunda largely concurs with Avery’s account and with the 
Met’s 1912 [W.E.H.] essay. 
325 W.E.H., 1912, 148-149.The Bulletin begins, “In compiling a History of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, the 
forthcoming publication of which was announced in the February BULLETIN, the writer has gleaned the following 
facts about the original purpose and later uses of a building known as the Rotunda, which formerly stood on the 
northeast corner of City Hall Park. It was built to house the panoramas of John Vanderlyn, an early American artist 
so prominent in the fraternity as to give sufficient reason for a rather full account of his unfortunate enterprise.” 
326 Oettermann, 1998, 315; see his footnote 31. 
327 Avery, 1995, 14; see his footnote 35. 
328 Ibid., 14-15. 
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All published accounts of the artist’s career describe his panorama as a financial failure. 
Oettermann postulates that the public’s lack of enthusiasm might be attributable to the 
panorama’s iconographical irrelevance to an American citizenry who had recently fought for and 
won independence from aristocratic European powers, or to Vanderlyn’s elitist insistence that 
the panorama be appreciated as “high art.”329 The Met’s 1912 Bulletin addresses this question as 
well: “The records of the Common Council from 1817 to 1829 speak eloquently of the struggle 
John Vanderlyn was having to meet his financial obligations.”330 This author highlights the 
plaintiveness in Vanderlyn’s correspondence, citing his continuous argument that circumstance 
and other individuals had thwarted the success that stood at hand: “the wailing note occurs 
frequently in Vanderlyn’s correspondence.”331 
In any case, Vanderlyn lost the Rotunda at the end of his nine-year lease.332 After his death in 
1852, Vanderlyn’s relatives retrieved the panorama from the U.S. Capitol Building in 
Washington, which housed his last painting studio. By 1892, when the panorama was acquired 
by the Senate House Association of Kingston, the canvas had been cut into at least twenty-four 
pieces. The Senate House Association donated these to the Metropolitan Museum of Art in 1952, 
where they were stored for decades. The Museum finally restored the panorama and mounted it 
for permanent display when the new American Wing was added in 1980.333 
                                                
329 Oettermann, 1998, 317. 
330 W.E.H., 1912, 148. 
331 Ibid. 
332 Ibid., 149. Afterward, the building was used for other purposes—first, from 1829, as the Court of Sessions, later 
for the Marine Court; by 1834 it housed the Naturalization Office. From 1835 to 1845 it served as a post office; in 
1845 it was rented for a dollar a year to the New York Gallery of the Fine Arts. By 1848 it was converted for use as 
the offices of the Croton Aqueduct Board and the Almshouse Commissioner. Eventually, it was removed and 
replaced with park land: “Finally the removal of the Rotunda was included in the program laid out in 1870 by the 
new Board of Park Commissioners for the improvement of the parks.” 
333 Avery, 2006, 32-33. Since then, the gallery has undergone a renovation; this is apparent upon comparison of 
images taken in 1980 with current photographs. 
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Today, Vanderlyn’s Versailles occupies a distinctive curved space in the Metropolitan 
Museum (figs. 3.43a-b). Gallery 735 is approached through conventional white boxes displaying 
furniture, china, and paintings. The “rotunda” stands at the same level as the adjacent galleries 
and functions as a lobby or an oversized pass-through: large doorways are situated at either end, 
dividing the painting thematically into its “palace” and “garden” halves (figs. 3.44-3.45). The 
painting on the walls becomes grand decoration, as in the sense of wallpaper. The very absence 
of objects in an institution whose other galleries are filled with objects suggests that there is not 
much to see here. Its status as painting is minimized by its position among galleries containing 
domestic artifacts. Guideposts direct the visitor toward the opposite door. The majority of the 
visitors I observed simply glanced around at the strangeness of the space as they moved from one 
door to the other.334 
There has been no attempt to curate this panorama’s capacity for producing virtual 
experience. All of the features that produce such experiences have been eschewed. Lighting is 
tasteful, artificial, and unconcealed, and the top and bottom edges of the canvas are exposed. A 
guard rope supported on short posts intimates that visitors who do wish to linger may approach 
to within 18 inches of the canvas surface in order to understand this object in the same way the 
vases, writing desks, and upholstered dining chairs in the adjacent galleries reward close regard. 
At the center of the space, a lighted key occupies a circular dais. In order to use it, the visitor 
must stand such that it is situated between herself and the painting, highlighting the objecthood 
of both the key and the painting itself. 
The sole indication of the panorama’s architectural disposition is the curvature of the 
gallery’s walls. The Met’s informatics make no reference to Vanderlyn’s Rotunda, nor to any of 
the conditions for which the panorama was designed to be displayed and experienced. About 30 
                                                
334 I observed visitor behavior for a total of four hours over two days in April, 2015. 
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percent of the panorama’s height was lost before the Met received it, and these portions have not 
been reconstructed, nor is their absence acknowledged in the museum’s interpretive texts.335 336 
Although the fragmented canvas was restored, its continuity is interrupted by the gallery’s 
doors—a rupture that would never appear in a period curation. Finally, the gallery’s shape is that 
of an elongated oval, rather than a circle; this produces a lateral effect that reinforces the sense 
that the painting comprises a pair of views rather than a continuous whole.  
Ethan Robey, writing in 2014, acknowledges Avery’s and Oettermann’s theories about 
Vanderlyn’s failure: perhaps its aristocratic subject matter repelled American audiences, or 
perhaps Vanderlyn’s lack of practical commitment to showmanship doomed his efforts. But 
Robey posits an original argument, one that hinges on the panorama’s implication of the visitor’s 
body in its apprehension: “a panorama asks of viewers to engage with their bodies, to add motion 
and hence a form of narrative duration to the scene.”337 As such, Vanderlyn’s choice of 
panoramic site is inappropriate to the panorama’s strengths, because while the gardens at 
Versailles are designed for exploration, the vista shown in the panorama is arguably the most 
disembodied of all Versailles’ perceptual opportunities. The iconic site Vanderlyn selected for 
his panorama is so well orchestrated to function as a picture that it is in a sense immune to being 
claimed with the embodied visuality that panoramas activate. Everything is available at a glance; 
in a sense, the actual view is already itself a panorama, and therefore rendering it as a panorama 
                                                
335 According to Kornhauser, the gallery is disposed as it is for the purpose of accommodating large events, rather 
than with any investment in the panorama’s period qualities. 
336 Vanderlyn’s work was included in the American Exhibit in the Art Hall at the 1893 World’s Columbian 
Exposition in Chicago. See the Official Guide to the World’s Columbian Exposition, 1893, 48-9. The exhibit 
included 1,075 paintings by American artists alongside works by “foreign works” held in American collections. The 
guide’s frontispiece, captioned “Columbus Sighting the American Continent,” is engraved after Vanderlyn’s 
painting. Vanderlyn published his essay “Marius on the Ruins of Carthage (1807; M. H. De Young Museum, San 
Francisco) in the Chicago Art Review. See Gerdts, 1995/1996, 76. 
337 Robey, 2014, 1. 
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creates a second layer of representational remove that serves to neutralize its wonder.338  Robey 
explains, “this panorama of Versailles instead arrests a viewer’s eyes, denying [the kinetic 
dimensions of] the panoramic effect. Visitors to Vanderlyn’s panorama imagined emotional 
responses, but foundered on the painting’s self-sufficiency.”339 
If Vanderlyn’s panorama was never effective at transporting viewers to the space and place it 
rendered, then perhaps the present curation is not such a failure. There is no risk at the Met of 
anyone imagining herself transported to Versailles. Rather, the panorama’s perspective and 
cropping make the viewer all the more aware of the gallery’s expansive ceiling, with its equally 
spaced, recessed light fixtures, and its equally expansive tan carpeted floor. That is, the 
panorama brings the visitor’s attention to the room’s own shape, size, texture, and atmosphere. 
When visitors to the Mesdag Panorama pay the entrance fee at the front of the museum, they 
gain unrestricted access to the collection, including the panorama. The guest may enter the dark 
corridor and climb to the viewing platform whenever s/he wishes and stay as long as s/he likes. 
This is true at the Met as well; the price of entry to the Museum includes access to all the 
galleries in the American wing, including the panorama, and some visitors take a break in the 
oval gallery, relaxing on benches scattered across the space and enjoying a pause in the process 
of visiting. But as we have seen, at the Met there is no transitional approach, no shift of light 
level, nor of grade; no decline toward the view, nor even a boundary to the viewing space save 
for the painting/walls themselves. The lighting makes no pretense to naturalism. Versailles’ lack 
of a faux terrain is in fact correct—first-wave of panoramas (1787 to the mid-nineteenth century) 
were not generally furnished with the illusionistic sculptural elements found in second-wave (late 
                                                
338 Ibid., 15. 
339 Ibid., 1. 
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nineteenth century) panoramas—but the lack of an intervening space separating the visitor from 
the painting is a profound absence. 
At the Met, the canvas is the only prominent element of the panorama. Its architectural 
elements are mostly ignored. That is, its relations to architecture are those of most objects in the 
museum: a valuable object situated in the privileged container that is the museum gallery. To the 
extent that Vanderlyn’s panorama merges with architecture, it becomes wallcovering. The 
surface it covers is nothing other than that privileged container that is the Met itself. 
 
Philippoteaux’s Gettysburg. Whereas the Mesdag Panorama in the Hague is curated to offer two 
kinds of immersive period experience—a period landscape experience, and a period media 
experience—Vanderlyn’s panorama at the Met occupies the other end of a spectrum. Curated to 
embellish a multipurpose institutional space, it offers the least immersive experience of the 
fifteen panoramic sites I have analyzed. The disposition of Paul Philippoteaux’s (French, 1846-
1923) Panorama of the Battle of Gettysburg (1884) yields a third range of data points. This 
panorama is curated to interpret an extant historic landscape—the battlefields at Gettysburg—
that is, itself, curated to offer visitors a period landscape experience. In this arrangement, the 
panorama plays a secondary and subordinate role in interpreting an historical narrative through 
landscape representation: it supports the primary interpretive exhibit, which is the landscape 
itself. The agricultural fields and woods where the Civil War battle unfolded over the course of 
three days in 1863 have been preserved and curated to evoke their conditions in that period.340 
Although the Gettysburg panorama has recently received extensive conservation treatment 
and has been relocated to a new, purpose-built rotunda, it nevertheless fails to function in the 
manner for which it was designed. Instead, it has been adapted to serve as a tool for interpreting 
                                                
340 This treatment could itself be addressed as an immersive environment. 
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the actual landscape. The guiding framework within which it performs this interpretive function 
is cinematic, rather than panoramic. That is, it has been pushed toward the moving image, 
leaving the haptic dimensions of panoramic experience aside. 
Philippoteaux’s 1884 panorama was painted for display in a rotunda in Boston.341 There, it 
transported urban viewers to the Pennsylvania field where the battle remembered as Pickett’s 
Charge had unfolded two decades earlier. But once the panorama was relocated from Boston to 
the battlefield itself in 1962, its capacity for geographically transporting sensation was rendered 
redundant.342 Visitors are already “there,” and stepping into the rotunda takes them away from 
the real place they have traveled some way to see—indoors, instead of out, and removed by 
several thousand feet from the represented site. The battlefield that lies within walking distance 
has been curated to look and feel as it did in 1863 (that is, to transport visitors across time), and 
the panorama’s spatial and temporal transporting capacities play a only a supporting role. 
In order to restore spectacle to a construct whose sheer scale still indicates its former 
significance, the panorama’s curators have turned to twenty-first-century strategies for 
immersive storytelling. Comparing its effects with those of the Mesdag Panorama illustrates the 
difference between curating an historic media construct for its period representational function 
and curating a similar object for more contemporary purposes. Understanding this difference 
rounds out my analysis of the nineteenth-century panorama as a curated multimedia construction, 
including its period association with place, time, and motion. 
Philioppoteaux’s Gettysburg is curated much more like the attraction that it was than 
Vanderlyn’s Versailles. Yet for all the investment in conserving its faux terrain and constructing 
                                                
341 This was the second version of Gettysburg made by Philippoteaux and his team. The first was completed in 1883 
and mounted in Chicago, but its present whereabouts are unknown. 
342 Mesdag has been curated to produce the same effects it did when first presented in 1881. The world has changed 
around it, but it still occupies the position it has since its opening. 
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a new, more-appropriate rotunda, its haptic dimensions have been obviated. The rotunda 
constructed in 2007 replaced Richard Neutra’s 1962 structure, an edifice whose mid-twentieth-
century modernist style had come to be seen as an intrusion upon the period affect of the military 
park’s historic battlefields (fig. 3.46).343  The new rotunda is designed to look from the outside 
like a giant, red round barn (fig. 3.47). It does not look like a nineteenth-century panorama 
rotunda, nor would any such urban attraction have occupied this rural landscape, neither in 1863, 
when the scenes depicted took place, nor in 1883, when Philippoteaux’s first version of the 
painting was completed and mounted in Chicago. 
No visitor center or parking lots would have stood here either (fig 3.48), but today the 
rotunda is attached to a visitor center complex that also incorporates a museum, a movie theater, 
an enormous for-profit gift shop, and two restaurants. To twenty-first century American eyes, the 
enormity of this composite structure is unremarkable, corresponding as it does to the scale of any 
“big-box” retail store or entertainment center. Like the parking lots, it is up to the visitor to set 
such anachronisms aside in order to experience the period landscape, and indeed, the park’s 
grading, vegetation, and circulation routes are coordinated to allow visitors to “leave” the visitor 
center and parking lots and the present itself behind as they walk to the site of Pickett’s Charge. 
But before they do, visitors are likely to enter the visitor center. Panorama admission is 
included with the price of a museum ticket and cannot be purchased alone. Panorama entry is 
timed, and tours begin every twenty minutes. Visitors who queue at the appointed time are 
shepherded not to the panorama but into an IMAX-style movie theater, where stadium seating 
faces an oversized, curved screen (fig. 3.39). Morgan Freeman narrates a “film,” titled A New 
                                                
343 The controversy surrounding this rotunda is important to the story. A Mission 66 facility, it existed because of the 
increase in automobile tourism. After the panorama was removed, the question of the building’s historic significance 
played out; ultimately it was not listed in the NRHP and was demolished in March 2013. The National Trust for 
Historic Preservation cited the site as one of ten historic sites lost in 2013. That an empty panorama building could 
be considered a loss is worth examining. 
 122 
Birth of Freedom, that contextualizes the Battle of Gettysburg within the timeline of the 
American Civil War. This film is composed entirely of still images of text and archival 
documents rendered filmic by the panning animation colloquially known as the Ken Burns 
effect. This format is neither “3D” nor “4D”; the scale and curvature of the screen serve only to 
signal that what comes next will be immersive. 
After the movie, visitors are guided down a staircase, along a corridor vividly lit by blue and 
white LEDs, and up a glowing escalator (fig. 3.50). Following this colorfully illuminated 
journey, they arrive upon the heavily built viewing dais in comparative darkness (fig. 3.51). This 
is a reversal of the period experience in which darkness produced a sensory departure from the 
present built environment and the emergence into the light of day produced the sense of being 
transported. Here at Gettysburg, visitors arrive to a darkened theater. 
The current platform meets the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act by 
consisting of a continuous complex of carpeted ramps and steps. While the grade shifts in this 
arrangement might otherwise function much as the inclined platforms of the nineteenth century, 
producing a sense of terrain rather than architecture, each ramp and step is railed, and all grade 
shifts are demarcated by floor-level strips of LED lighting (fig. 3.52). Together, these features 
prevent the visitor’s free movement around the platform and reinforce the sensation that one is 
standing inside a movie theater, not on an open-air platform. 
The architecture entreats the visitor to find a viewing position, to stand still while others do 
the same, and wait for the show to begin. Once all the members of the timed tour group have 
assembled, theatrical lights come up and the presentation begins, driven by dramatic, directional 
theatrical lighting and a booming, state-of-the-art sound system. In an inversion of the prefacing 
“film’s” effect of animating what are essentially still images, here the panorama’s actual stillness 
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is pushed as far as possible toward cinematic effect. Visitors stand still, and movement is 
delivered by the lighting instead, which directs attention to different scenes around the canvas as 
a dramatic narrated audio track, replete with sound effects, recounts the story of the battle. In 
true cinematic mode, the entire audience is obliged to follow the same light-and-sound sequence, 
attending to this or that portion of the canvas as it is illuminated and narrated (figs. 3.53-3.55). 
When the action is on the nearest portion of canvas, the visitor has a good view, but when the 
focus shifts to scenes on the other side, other visitors stand in the way, and moving about is 
prohibited by the combination of the crowd’s size, the complex of steps and railings, and the 
social conventions of movie theater etiquette. 
The presentation is effective at interpreting the events of the three-day battle, but less 
effective at inviting viewers to step across time and space to the mediated culture of the 1880s, 
when the panorama was designed. Perhaps the curators, expecting present-day audiences to find 
the stillness of the panorama uncompelling, sought to calibrate their perceptions by subjecting 
them first to the slow pans across still images in the prefacing film in order to make the 
panorama presentation seem spectacular and high-tech by contrast. 
Comparing the period-appropriate curation of Mesdag’s Beach at Scheveningen (1883) with 
the respective treatments of Vanderlyn’s Versailles (1818-19) and Philippoteaux’s Gettysburg 
(1884) (and also Turrell’s Celestial Vault, 1999, which although not a panorama per se has 
served to clarify the nature of immersive experience) clarifies the nature of panoramic 
experience. It highlights the synthetic nature of these representations, distills the inextricable 
relations of image, object, and architecture that panoramas deploy, and describes the immersive 
experiences which those relations are capable of producing. 
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Table 3.1 organizes these variables for the three panoramas just discussed and also the third 
extant U.S. panorama, Heine and Lohr’s Battle of Atlanta (1885-6). In chronological order of the 
date of production, the table itemizes the dimensions, iconography, period of origin, and date of 
each example’s current curation and then compares them on a series of measures concerning the 
coordination of the panorama’s constituent parts—painting, sculptural elements, and 
architecture. Table 3.2 sets this data amid a larger data set collected at 11 other extant 
panoramas. Table 3.3 analyzes four twentieth- and twenty-first-century panoramas according to 
the same rubric. This data set provides a basis for understanding period panoramic effects and 
their production. 
 
THE ROLE OF TWO DIMENSIONAL IMAGES IN PANORAMIC MEDIA. As the 
preceding descriptions have shown, two-dimensional images alone cannot describe panoramic 
experience. It takes a combination of words and images to explain what a panorama is and does. 
But while images cannot produce panoramic experiences, they can signify or refer to such 
experiences, as long as viewers are already familiar with panoramas. Furthermore, as I will 
show, images are necessary to the production of panoramic experience. 
That two-dimensional images cannot produce panoramic experiences is clear in the most 
obvious sense in that the panorama is itself not a two-dimensional graphic: it comprises a two-
dimensional image rendered on a three-dimensional support and a set of three-dimensional 
sculptural elements, deployed together in a specific architectural arrangement. It is only in the 
architectural structure and scale of the panorama that the image’s anamorphic perspective can 
resolve into a lifelike representation that takes on the light and air of landscape to virtually merge 
with the space the viewer occupies and extend to the horizon. 
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Moreover, the panorama’s immersive effects are not conveyed in pictures of the panorama. A 
picture of a painted panorama just looks like a picture of a landscape; it refuses to convey the 
tension at the heart of the experience. The panorama’s interest depends on that tension between 
what one senses through embodied vision—light, atmosphere, and deep landscape space—and 
what one knows cognitively to be true, which is that all of this lies on the flat, inert canvas 
surface. The difference between sensation and cognition can be illustrated in a number of ways, 
but such illustrations cannot deliver the synthetic experience of standing on the platform. 
Three kinds of illustration have been used to refer to the panoramic experience: the section 
diagram, the round stereographic, and the extended horizontal elevation. Such images function in 
different ways and serve different purposes. Each prioritizes either image or architecture; none 
can fully express both image and architecture at once. The section diagram (figs. 3.14 and 3.57) 
comes closest, but it was never used in the printed visitor guides called panorama “keys,” 
perhaps because it would have detracted from the panoramic experience by over-explaining the 
workings of the illusion. 
The section diagram focuses on the relationship between the panorama’s architecture and its 
canvas. Fulton’s 1799 diagram to accompany his French patent application (fig. 3.14) indicates 
the structure of the rotunda and the position of the canvas. Numerals indicate many of the 
features that Barker’s earlier 1787 patent itemizes: understory access, stairs to the platform, a 
canopy and an intercepting ground plane that conceal the top and bottom edges of the canvas, 
and the confinement of viewers to a central viewing area. The drawing’s greatest interest is the 
way it contrasts the deep landscape view in the painting with the encroaching screen of trees that 
stands just beyond the rotunda wall. 
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The cross-section of Barker’s two-story panorama rotunda at Leicester Square (fig. 3.57) is 
similarly expressive of this relationship. In particular, its combination of a larger and a smaller 
panorama in the same building speaks to the dissonance between artifice and experience which 
lies at the heart of the panorama’s appeal.344 The lower, larger panorama could be mistaken by an 
uninitiated viewer for a view of an actual landscape, but the contrasting presence of an urban 
view in the upper panorama that suggests one or both vistas are artificial. 
The extended horizontal elevation is the dominant means of illustrating present-day 
publications on panoramas. For example, the Mesdag Panorama is frequently illustrated in this 
manner.345 In figure 3.20, the painting appears not as it would if the actually canvas were laid flat 
and copied, but rather as it appears to a viewer standing on the platform. Although the canvas 
surface is so large as to seem flat in any given section, it is actually a parabolic 360-degree curve. 
Laid flat, it would not make sense as a perspectival landscape view, because as we have seen, for 
horizontal lines such as those that describe architecture or the horizon itself to appear correctly as 
horizontals to viewers standing on the platform, they must be rendered as curves on the canvas. 
Today, horizontal views of extant panoramas are typically photographed from the platform. 
Exposures are merged (collaged) together in the darkroom or with digital software to produce a 
perspectival impression of lateral extent. With the relatively recent development of consumer-
grade software designed to capture 360-degree views, panorama operators and visitors often use 
camera apps to capture “panoramic” images of panoramas. These programs work by capturing 
multiple exposures in sequence. Some produce images that require viewing on specialized 
devices; these only show a portion of the panorama at a time. Other digital applications stitch 
                                                
344 See Hays, 2007, who addresses this dissonance in an earlier architectural/imagistic context. 
345 Well-illustrated contemporary books on panoramas include elevations that fold out to the full proportions of the 
canvas. See Leroy, 2009; Marx and Laub, 2005; “Panorama Mesdag”/ArtVision, 2013; Rombout, 2006; J’aime les 
Panoramas, 2015. 
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exposures together to form a convincing horizontal view, exemplified by the image which 
appears on Wikipedia’s Mesdag pages in eleven different languages (fig. 3.20). But such views 
still belie the three-dimensional continuity of the panorama. For example, the left and right sides 
of the horizontal composition are established by an arbitrary or formal decision on the part of the 
photographer or editor to separate the continuous view at that particular point. An image such as 
the one shown in fig. 3.20 could be separated anywhere because the panorama itself has no 
vertical edges. Meanwhile, the flattened perspective of the digital elevation is quite unlike the 
painting’s perspective as it appears in its three-dimensional disposition when viewed in person. 
The Mesdag Panorama is particularly well illustrated by images that visitors have posted to 
online sites such as Flickr. This is because the panorama’s operators have for some years allowed 
visitors to occupy positions never intended for public access, including on the sandy faux terrain 
“dunes” and in the understory between the faux terrain and the canvas. When a panoramic image 
captured from such a position is produced as a horizontal (two-dimensional) image, it is full of 
distortions that render it ineffective at conveying the experience of being on the platform, and 
unintelligible for an uninitiated viewer. And yet, in its strange photographic specificity, this kind 
of image is visually intriguing and does evoke the uncanniness of the panoramic experience (fig. 
3.57).346 
Although a two-dimensional graphic of a panorama cannot produce a panoramic experience, 
it can refer to such an experience. Moreover, while a panorama is, in itself, an immersive 
representation, its effects are amplified by supplementation with two-dimensional images. Such 
images serve to draw audiences, demonstrate accuracy, and reinforce the embodied aspects of 
vision. Today, the extensive horizontal view is the predominant means of illustrating panorama 
                                                
346 A search for visitor photos of the Gettysburg panorama, in contrast, yields mostly traditionally formatted 
photographs, such as those in figs. 3.52-3.56; this is because visitorship is closely controlled and restricted, as 
described above. 
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visitor guides, souvenir booklets, and book-length studies, but panoramas were illustrated by 
another kind of graphic in the period of their currency. Beginning in the 1790s, keys to round 
panoramas were printed in stereographic projection, a term distinct from stereogram and 
stereoscope. “Stereographic” refers in general to the graphic projection of spherical objects onto 
planes, and more specifically for our purposes, projection of a 360-degree view onto a flat page. 
No stereographics are offered to visitors at the present-day presentation of Philippoteaux’s 
Panorama of the Battle of Gettysburg, but the panorama’s need for supplementary imaging 
persists. The need is met first by shepherding visitors into a theater for a prefacing filmic 
presentation (not exactly a film, but close), and then by the use of theatrical lighting during a 
sequenced, time-based presentation. At the beginning of the show, the slowly rising light of 
dawn is projected onto the canvas in the east. Soon, bursts of yellow, orange and white are 
digitally projected into the view to animate the sound of the explosions reverberating so noisily 
from massive speakers visible overhead that the soundwaves can be felt. Stage lighting of every 
hue simulates the progression from dawn through midday and eventually into evening as a 
dramatic narrative relates the events of the day. At Gettysburg, cinematic representation has 
replaced the stereographic as the supplement that activates the panorama’s reality effects. 
Though anachronistic in medium, this presentation is, in a limited sense, consistent with the 
panorama’s past. In the 1880s, civil war veterans would have addressed the audience, 
emphasizing the view’s fidelity to the real site and supplying another layer of realism through the 
recounting of their personal, first-hand experiences.347 And to drive home the veracity of the 
view, audiences received, along with the 25-cent price of admission, a pamphlet containing 
                                                
347 This was still enacted—by an actor, rather than a living veteran—at Atlanta until its deinstallation for the 
currently-underway restoration and reinstallation in a new rotunda. 
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maps, historical essays and, importantly, a stereographic key.348 This would typically combine a 
two-page maps, several plans and diagrams, and anywhere from twelve to forty thin leaves of 
closely set text. The booklet would begin and end with several pages of advertisements for local 
businesses. 
The visitor would find the stereographic key folded into quarters or eighths and tucked into 
the back of the guide. The key to Philippoteaux’s Gettysburg (figs. 3.58a-b) demonstrates the 
way a stereographic functions. The entire 360-degree view appears on one square sheet. The 
visitor could unfold the stereographic key and orient its numbered, labeled view to match the 
direction s/he faced in order to identify scenes and features in the landscape. Seen in close-up, 
the hills known as Round Top and Little Round Top are numbered 1 and 2, visible at the top of 
figure 3.58b. Their names appear in text at the center of the sheet. The four cardinal directions 
are labeled and match the text that corresponds with the numbers in the view in each direction. 
Visitors could hold the stereographic and turn on the spot or walk around on the platform, 
matching the view in any direction by rotating the stereographic’s labeled illustrations in order to 
identify landmarks and objects and situate herself “in” the depicted landscape. 
The stereographic served several purposes. First, it rendered the panorama itself didactically 
meaningful by confirming the accuracy and virtual authenticity of the panoramic representation. 
Second, and perhaps most importantly, it reinforced the embodied aspect of panoramic seeing. 
Third, it symbolized the immersive sensations of being surrounded and enfolded that distinguish 
the panoramic medium. Although the key is not, in itself, immersive, it signifies immersiveness. 
Finally, the stereographic provides the visitor with a tangible method for recalling the immersive 
experience. 
                                                
348 National Panorama Company, 1884. 
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The stereographic renders the panorama didactically meaningful by combining the functions 
of a map with those of its key or legend. A map’s legend renders the map legible. A 
stereographic does the same thing for a panorama, but the stereographic is more than a legend; it 
is also a map in its own right. Just as an accurate map corresponds with geographical space 
encountered by a traveler, and asserts its authority through its standardized publication and the 
ensuing verification by the handling of a cohort of users, a panoramic key corresponds to the 
view inside the rotunda. It graphically contains a whole that is too large to be seen without bodily 
movement and accrues authority through its printed dissemination and consequent subjection to 
analysis by a larger public. In addition to interpreting the panoramic view and asserting its 
correspondence to the actual site depicted, the key served the purpose of engaging the body 
through the process of holding, moving, and comparing. In this way, it reinforced the embodied 
character of panoramic seeing, physically reinforcing the reality effect of the view by the 
distinction that it produced: if the stereographic key was the representation—a picture on paper, 
and as such, an object—then the view, in contrast with the paper image-object, was real. 
As a freestanding image, the strange perspective of the stereographic key symbolized the 
tension between perception and reality that stood at the heart of the panorama’s interest. This 
contributed to the stereographic’s function as a tangible memento of an uncannily-lifelike virtual 
experience. The stereographic could be unfolded back at home, where held in the hands and 
rotated, the panorama’s views could be explored once again, or consulted in the course of 
reading the textual account of the events or geographic features shown in the panorama. The 
stereographic could even be handled as a stripped-down virtual experience in its own right, so 
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that by holding it in the hands, orienting it to the cardinal directions, and turning the body on the 
spot while turning the stereographic, one could stand virtually within the depicted landscape.349 
 Kevin Avery calls stereographic keys “anamorphic,” while Oettermann describes them as 
“anamorphotic.” 350 351 Both terms mean “distorted,” and as such they are less specific than the 
word stereographic. Stereographics combine orthographic and perspectival methods of 
projection. This differentiates them from a more extreme method of distortion, commonly 
described as anamorphic, which requires a mirrored cylinder for viewing. Oettermann defines 
anamorphotic as what happens when “the reflection of a landscape on a sphere is projected onto 
a flat surface” ⁠ and refers to the round panorama key as an “anamorphotic orientation plan.”352 He 
traces anamorphotic drawing to fifteenth century experiments with perspective, describing its 
eventual connection with the panorama painting as a something of a mystery but in any case not 
associated with the process of constructing a panorama.353 He notes the stereographic’s eventual 
replacement by two-tiered horizontal illustrations that looked like “unrolled panoramas.” ⁠
354
 
Whereas panoramas themselves were massive and cumbersome, keys were ephemeral, 
Printed on one sheet of often very thin paper that folded out from a booklet, they could be edited 
                                                
349 This is an analog iteration of the digital interface that a number of panoramic smartphone apps offer. In devices 
containing a gyroscope, the user can hold the screen before the eyes and explore the surrounding view in any 
direction by moving the body. 
350 Avery, 1995, 2, 14 
351 “Anamorphotic” does not appear in the OED. Presumably “anamorphotic” is an idiosyncrasy of the translation 
from Oettermann’s original German.  
352 Oettermann, 1997, 60. 
353 Today, “anamorphic” usually indicates a drawing which appears distorted but whose proportions and perspective 
resolve when viewed in a curved, well-positioned mirror. The OED shows that this use of the term dates at least to 
1728: anamorphosis, n. “To draw the Anamorphosis, or Deformation of an Image upon the convex surface of a 
cone.” For an example, see Hans Holbein’s The Ambassadors, 1533, held in Britain’s National Gallery, London.  
The term also arises in relation to street art rendered on the ground plane so as to resolved into a convincing 
perspectival illusion when viewed from a particular point, and in this it is much like the effect of a panorama—
except that such an illusion is non-immersive: it only works in one direction. See “10 Amazing Anamorphic Street 
Artists,” 2016, n.p., http://graffitikings.co.uk/10-amazing-anamorphic-street-artists/. 
354 Oettermann, 1997, 60. But of course these were not literal renderings of the “unrolled” panorama, for they 
appeared perspectivally correct; an unrolled panorama would be distorted. 
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and reprinted at little expense.355 Both “indispensable” and inexpensive, they allowed panorama 
showmen to make changes and reprints in response to visitors’ interests and questions.356 Denise 
Oleksijczuk notes that “each successive design alteration can be seen as an attempt by the 
Barkers to fine-tune how they promoted consensus among spectators on the paintings’ meaning 
and significance.”357 But alterations to stereographic keys also reflect reception on the part of 
audiences: “at the same time, the alterations can be seen as a series of responses to spectators’ 
reactions and their requests for information and clarification.”358 
Because keys instructed the visitor in how to see the panorama, they reflect the panorama’s 
relations to visuality in the larger world. Oleksijczuk traces in Robert and Henry Barker’s 
stereographics a transition that nuances the shift in panorama iconography from the landscape 
itself to battle scenes set in landscapes. In the Bath key (fig. 3.59), the landscape is intimated 
quite generally, even abstractly; the later, more-detailed Waterloo key (fig. 3.60) is more specific 
to the panorama’s iconography and even attempts to convey its three-dimensional illusionism. 
Oleksijczuk associates this difference with important shifts in British society in that period, such 
as the development of new and more expedient systems for transportation and the expansion of 
industry and trade. She concludes that “changes in the design of the keys were tied to the 
rationalization of space and time during the modern period, and…these changes enabled the 
Panorama to communicate more effectively the idea of the nation’s political and symbolic power 
to its various publics.”359⁠ 
                                                
355 They were, however, much more complicated to produce than horizontal keys. Oettermann surmises, “perhaps 
the far more complicated anamorphotic projection was preferred in the early years to emphasize to the public the 
sensational innovation of a full 360-degree vista that a panorama represented. Once visitors had become familiar 
with panoramas, they could look at a simple “unrolled” sketch and easily imagine the left and right edges as joined.” 
1997, 60.  
356 Oleksijczuk, 2011, 130. 
357 Ibid. 
358 Ibid. 
359 Ibid., 127. 
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Although stereographics became familiar to audiences as a consequence of their use as keys 
to panoramas, the format was not invented for this purpose. The stereographic predates the 
invention of the panorama, probably by several decades. Swiss naturalist Horace-Bénédict de 
Saussure’s (Swiss, 1740-1799) 1779 Circular View of the Mountains as Seen from the Summit of 
the Buet Glacier (fig. 3.61) renders a full 360-degree view of the mountain peaks visible from 
the position of two surveyors shown working at the center.360 An even earlier example exists in 
George Augustus Schultz’s Circular View of the Horizon, from the Steeple of the Church of 
Deighem, With the Situation of the Incampments [sic] of the Army of the Allies… (fig. 3.62) 
engraved in 1745. That the former is motivated by geographic study and the latter by military 
interests prefigures the range of interests that the panorama will represent.361 
The Barkers appear to have stopped using the round format for keys after 1818. However, in 
the second international wave of panoramas, the round format resurfaced. Stereographics are 
prevalent, for example, among the panoramas produced in the Chicago area in the 1880s. 
Stereographics rendered during the late nineteenth century reflect the elevated viewpoint that 
dominated the scenes themselves and the keys provided to visitors. This corroborates 
Oleksijczuk’s argument that the range of stereographics produced between 1794 and 1818 
reflects a shift of emphasis from immersion to privileged oversight. But while the elevated 
viewing position shown in the keys to Philippoteaux’s The Battle of Gettysburg and numerous 
other Chicago panoramas supports Oleksijczuk’s argument, this does not indicate that panoramic 
experience became predominantly didactic. Its character remained both didactic and immersive, 
and as I will argue in coming chapters it was this synthesis that made panoramas, and guides to 
parks, and even park systems themselves, meaningful. 
                                                
360 Ibid., 137. 
361 Ibid., 137-139. 
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PANORAMIC MEDIA AND GEOGRAPHY | Panorama, Landscape, and Movement. The 
panorama reflected and reinforced perceptions of a shifting international cultural geography. Far 
from a static medium, the panorama was activated by motion of several kinds. Panoramas 
seemed to collapse distances, and they made visitors believe they had really been to the places 
depicted. The viewer’s bodily movement on the viewing platform dovetailed with the new 
sensations of motion that accompanied advances in transportation technology. This relationship 
simultaneously reflected and reinforced the popular sensation that the world itself was moving. 
Inside a panorama, as we have seen, the perceiver’s bodily motion—from the movement of 
the eyes, to the turning of the head, to the turning on the spot of the body, to walking on the 
platform—is instrumental in bringing the immersive potential of the panorama to fruition. The 
visitor moves in order to explore the view from many positions, and the illusion is both sustained 
and heightened as s/he does. There is no need to think about where to move; the visitor may 
simply explore, as one would explore the view from an actual terrace or parapet or tower, the 
body following the eye, now to the sea on the dunes over the North Sea, now to the holy city of 
Jerusalem. 
A medium-sized painting rendered in one- or two-point perspective rewards a still body’s 
fixed gaze. This is a gaze that separates itself from the body, leaving the body’s position in 
physical space behind. In contrast, a panorama painting invites the visitor’s motions and rewards 
it with a perspectival display that holds up no matter where s/he goes. The haptic, locomotor 
effect performs on a subtler level as well; even the bearing of one’s own bodily weight while 
standing still, or the shifting of that weight from one foot to the other, connects with the 
perception of the painting and can be felt as part of the experience of place that the painting 
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offers visually. Without bodily motion, the panorama’s period immersive capacities cannot be 
fulfilled. 
The panoramic sense of embodied optical “access” was complicated by the experience of 
bodily displacement. This sensation should be considered in its own right, and can be 
distinguished from the empirical dimensions of virtual travel by noting the difference between 
the responses of King George III and Queen Charlotte on the occasion of their royal visit to the 
View of the Grand Fleet Moored at Spithead on the day before its public London opening in 
1793. This visit, widely recounted in the press, was noted in Henry Aston Barker’s diary: 
The king asked many questions; and when answered, turned round to Lord Harcourt, to whom he gave the 
answer verbatim, always beginning with ‘He says’ so-and-so. His majesty had a large gold-headed cane, which 
he pointed with, and sometimes put into my hand, making me stoop down in a line with it, to be informed of an 
object so small that I could not otherwise understand him.362 
The King behaved as though he were conducting a naval review of the British Russian 
Armament, which was depicted just as it had been assembled at Spithead two years prior. But 
Queen Charlotte’s response was different; Barker reports that she confided to him that the scene 
made her feel ill.363 Whereas the King’s bearing expresses the panorama’s articulation of 
Albertian perspective and the fixed, monocular gaze of power, the Queen’s response describes 
binocular, embodied vision as it is entwined with haptic perception. 
Anette Freytag’s study of the railway’s effect on the design and perception of late nineteenth-
century public landscape parks in Paris and Vienna presents a model for interpreting the 
inscription of the experience of motion in the public landscape park. Freytag finds such 
sensations expressed the design of circulation in Alphand’s Parc des Buttes-Chaumont and at 
                                                
362 Diary entry, quoted in Oleksijczuk, 2011, 70. See her footnote 14. 
363 Ibid., 70. See also Piggush, 2013, 432. 
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Vienna’s Türkenschanzpark according to what she calls “the dynamics of sight.”364 By 
“dynamics,” she means collective experiences of viewing landscapes while in rapid motion. To 
demonstrate the cultural significance of that experience, she cites the literary writer Heinrich 
Heine, who noted in 1843 that “I feel as if all mountains and forests of all countries approach 
Paris. I already smell the perfume of German lime trees. In front of my door the North Sea is 
roaring.”365 Freytag notes that Wolfgang Schivelbusch, writing in 1979, characterizes the 
nineteenth-century visual experience of viewing landscape scenery from a moving train as 
“panoramic”: 
Panoramic perception, in contrast to traditional perception, no longer belonged to the same space as the 
perceived objects: the traveler saw the objects, landscapes, etc., through the apparatus which moved him 
through the world. That machine and the motion it created became integrated into his visual perception…. This 
vision no longer experienced evanescence: evanescent reality had become the new reality.366 
Although Freytag’s concern is with the perceptual effect of rail travel on the design and 
reception of park landscapes, and her study does not overtly implicate panoramic media in this 
relationship, one of the examples with which she develops her thesis is an example of panoramic 
media, although she does not describe it as such. She reproduces a work of popular period 
interest with the caption “Diorama unfolded: ‘The Railway toward the Semmering’” (fig. 3.63), 
writing, “as they rode, passengers took pictures, which were later reproduced on postcards called 
“dioramas,” which presented the Semmering landscape as if densely stratified. They serve to 
illustrate the rapidly passing perception of landscape.”367 
                                                
364 Freytag, 2003, 232, citing George Simmel, “Die Großstädte und das Geistesleben,” Die Großstadt (Dresden: 
Jahrbuch der Gehe-Stiftung, 1903), 187–205 (French trans.: Simmel, “Les Grands villes et la vie de l’esprit,” 
Philosophie de la modernité. La Femme, la ville, l’individualisme [Paris: Payot, 1989], 232–52). 
365 Ibid., 235, citing the German author Heinrich Heine, whose dramatic comments heralded the opening of the 
railway lines between Paris and Rouen. See her footnotes 7 and 29. 
366 Ibid., 233, citing Schivelbusch, Railway Journey, 60, originally published in 1979 as La Vie en Chemin de Fer 
(Life on the Railway), Paris: Bonaventure et Ducessois, 1861. Emphasis mine. 
367 Ibid., 235. Italics Freytag’s. See her figure 23. Remainder of caption: Collection of Thomas Reinagle, Vienna 
(from Die Eroberung). Freytag does not date this paper peepshow, but it clearly emerges during the late nineteenth 
century. Freytag does not describe it, nor does she refer to it beyond the quoted sentence.  
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The device she describes is shaped something like the bellows of a view camera and is more 
often referred to as a “paper peep show.”368 Initially about the thickness of a small book, the 
peepshow expands in depth to present a landscape scene that is meant to be viewed through a 
hole in the front panel. The hole corresponds with the position of a tunnel into which a train 
traveling along the depicted alpine tracks would disappear. Upon peering through the hole, the 
viewer is “transported” to the other side of the mountain through which the tunnel burrows, into 
a landscape of mountains and valleys. The device’s perspectival, three-dimensional design 
produces a pictorial sensation of greater depth than the object’s proportions would suggest. In 
this way, it virtually “contains” the period sensation of surprisingly speedy deliverance to a 
resort landscape that prior to the construction of the railroad had taken days to reach, but now 
could be achieved in mere hours. 
Round panoramas expressed the new geographies wrought by continuous nineteenth-century 
advances in communications and transportation technology. In addition to the disorienting 
effects they offered to visitors, the enormous, several-ton canvases were shipped across national 
borders and oceans. When a panorama such as Jerusalem and the Crucifixion was shipped with 
great fanfare from Germany to Chicago in the late 1880s, its transporting and transformative 
capacity was amplified by the implication that the actual landscape was moving. Readers of the 
Chicago Tribune would hear of audience reactions in Germany and then follow news coverage 
of its shipment, including its many train and steamship transfers, across national and continental 
boundaries until it opened in their city. It was as if Jerusalem itself were coming to Chicago. 
 
The Craze for Panoramas. Invented in 1787, and eventually obviated by the advent of cinema 
at the turn of the twentieth century, the panorama’s period of significance corresponds neatly 
                                                
368 For a definition, commentary, and catalogue of this variety of panoramic media, see Hyde, 2015. 
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with the span of the nineteenth century.369 It constituted a mass medium and registered dramatic 
changes in popular awareness of geography. Interest in the medium exploded around 1790, 
persisted unabated into the early nineteenth century, waned during the middle decades, and 
flourished again between 1870 and about 1900. Although the medium’s currency can be 
described as occurring in two waves, it would be a mistake to imply that it was a phenomenon of 
sporadic interest. While the number and reputation of round panoramas flagged at midcentury, 
this is arguably due to market saturation and the diversification of immersive media, rather than 
its obsolescence or irrelevance. A range of panoramic media dominated the nineteenth-century 
cultural imagination and reflected its central events, including the sudden expansion of 
capitalism and international trade, the Industrial Revolution, the proliferation of transportation 
technology and urban infrastructures, rapid and dramatic changes to space and time as a 
consequence of all these factors, and the consequent rise of the middle class in the Western 
world.370 
Within four years of the panorama’s 1791 debut in London in 1791, New York had a rotunda 
of its own (1795).371 During the next fifteen years, panorama rotundas appeared in all of the 
major cities of Europe.372 The invention was quickly succeeded by a plethora of related media 
with similarly neological names: diorama, moving panorama, mareorama, myriorama, neorama, 
cosmorama, phantasmagoria, diaphanorama, pleorama, etc.373 And as the word’s etymology 
                                                
369 Sternberger indexes this point in the title of his 1977 [1955] Panorama of the Nineteenth Century, a compendious 
book comparable with Benjamin’s Arcades Project for its strategy of seeing the century through a pervasive and 
transformative medium. 
370 Consider Altick’s 1978 compendium of novel nineteenth-century media for producing illusions of reality. He 
presents the panorama, and panoramic media more broadly, as the most “transporting” of these media. 
371 Oettermann, 1997, 313. This was the panorama of London and Westminster by William Winstanley, exhibited by 
Gardiner Baker. See Oettermann’s footnote 1 for chapter 6 on page 378. 
372 Oleksijczuk, 2011, 6. 
373 See Crary, 1990 and Hyde, 1988. 
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shows, the panorama’s influence expanded so quickly that the word “panorama” would soon be 
used to describe exhaustive surveys in almost any medium. 
Comments by Honoré de Balzac (French, 1799-1850) register the significance of the 
panorama’s rapid proliferation in popular thought. As Barker’s invention spawned international 
interest, its perceptual effects suffused popular culture across the European continent. Balzac 
lampooned this phenomenon in his 1835 novel Le Père Goriot, which satirized Parisian manners 
in the Bourbon restoration. Originally appearing as a serial during the winter of 1834-35, and set 
in 1819, the novel is now regarded as one Balzac’s most important works. While explicit 
references to the panorama occupy a small place in this narrative, their repetition encapsulates 
the author’s larger themes, and they illustrate the pervasiveness of the craze. The first reference 
appears as Balzac describes a dinner at the residence where his protagonist, Goriot, is a guest: 
All the guests now came in, one after another, wishing each other good day, and interchanging a style of jest by 
which certain classes of the Parisian world keep up a spirit of drollery of which sheer nonsense is the principal 
ingredient, the fun being chiefly confined to gesture and pronunciation. This sort of argot varies continually. 
The best joke never lasts over a month. An event in politics, a trial in the criminal courts, a street ballad, or an 
actor’s jest, sets the fun afloat and keeps it going; the amusement consisting, above all, in treating words and 
ideas like shuttlecocks, and bandying them to and fro with the utmost rapidity. 
Just at this time the invention of the diorama, an exhibition which carried optical illusion beyond that of the 
panorama, had set the artists in their studios to ending all words in “rama.” The fashion had been introduced 
into the Maison Vaquero by a young painter, one of the dinner guests. 
“Well, Monsieur Poiret,” said the employé at the Museum, how goes your healthorama?” Then not waiting for 
a reply, "Ladies," he said to Madame Couture and Victorine, "I regret to see that something has gone wrong 
with you to-day." 
“Are we going to the dinaire?” cried Horace Bianchon, a medical student and friend of Rastignac; “my little 
stomach has gone down usque ad talones.” 
“It is a regular frostinorama,” said Vautrin. “Draw back a little, Pére Goriot; your foot takes up the whole front 
of the stove.” 
“Illustrious Vautrin,” cried Bianchon, “why do you say frostinorama? That’s wrong; you should say 
frostorama.” 
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“No!” cried the employé at the Museum, “it is frostinorama. I have frost in my toes.” 
“Ha! Ha!”374 
The characters at table continue to rattle off one-liners that play on the suffix’s ubiquity. 
“Here comes a famous souporama,” cries Poiret, as Christophe enters bearing the tureen. 
“Pardon me, Monsieur,” interrupts Madame Vaquer; “it is soupe aux choux [cabbage soup -- 
nearly a rhyme].” Everyone bursts out laughing. “Score two for Mamma Vaquer,” cries Vautrin. 
Soon are parlayed “goriorama,” for a day so foggy one cannot go out; “cornorama” as a word-
play invoking both the smell of corn and the affliction of the feet;375 and soon enough, Pére 
Goriot’s chief antagonist finds himself nicknamed “Monsieur le Marquis de Rastignac-
orama.”376 The joke persists throughout the text. Eventually are coined patriarchalorama, 
bottleorama, sex-orama, a la porte-orama; the Countess is dubbed “Countess Restau-rama”;377 
and in the last pages, as the novel builds toward its conclusion and Père Goriot’s death, the final 
reference: “The guests were all assembled in the salon. ‘Well,’ said the painter, ‘so are we to 
have a little death-orama upstairs?’”378  
If word play is a vehicle for satirizing Balzac’s characters’ frothy attitudes toward life, it also 
resonates with the author’s overarching goal of containing the entire range of human life in La 
Comédie Humaine. Balzac frames this with humor, but his voluminous overarching project, 
comprising some 90 novels and novellas produced over the final twenty years of his own life, is, 
in its compendiousness, no joke. La Comédie Humaine can be understood as a kind of panorama, 
reflective of the period impulse to condense “all” of anything into a single work or body of work 
that defines nineteenth-century media culture.  
                                                
374 Balzac, 1885 [1835], 62-3. Italics appear in the original. 
375 Ibid., 64-5. 
376 Ibid., 125. 
377 Ibid.,189, 220, 252, 300. 
378 Ibid., 341. 
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Balzac’s play upon the proliferating language associated with panoramic and immersive 
media is an effective vehicle for lampooning the public’s insatiable appetite for permutations of 
popular culture, but the -rama reference also indexes the high/low duality of panoramic media. 
The panorama’s split identity between high art and popular attraction accounts for much of its 
obscurity today as a medium whose place in history is still unclear. The medium and its variants 
for which the –rama words were coined would have resonated as much in the time of Le Pére 
Goriot’s translation into English in 1885 as when it was first published in the 1830s, for by then 
the second wave of panorama production was in full swing. In addition to the appearance of 
standardized rotundas circulating monumental canvases across Europe, Australia, and the Unites 
States, panoramas were fixtures in all the world’s fairs. Chicago’s 1893 fair presented two, and 
several more were on display nearby. Paris’s Exposition Universelle of 1900 featured seven 
different panoramas, including the Cinéorama, which consisted of a 360-degree projection of a 
hot air balloon rising fifteen hundred feet into the air and descending again.379 One scholar 
surmises that during the nineteenth century, over a hundred million people visited round 
panoramas, and as Balzac’s references show, the panoramic idea informed a wide range of 
traditional and immersive media.380 
  
 Landscape, Nature, and Panoramic Media. We have seen that round, panoramically-
formatted graphics emerged to describe newly-explored geographies in the decades preceding 
the panorama’s invention.381 De Saussure’s stereographic Circular View of the Mountains from 
the Summit of the Buet [Glacier] (1779, based on his 1776 ascent) (fig. 3.61) reflects an 
                                                
379 Oleksijczuk, 2011, 7; see also Huhtamo, 2013. 
380 Comment, 1999, 66, quoting Oettermann, and specifying the date range as 1870—1900; if accurate, then the total 
for the nineteenth century is considerably higher.  
381 The two stereographics I have discussed—Saussure’s (1779) and Schultz’s (ca.1745)—are the only examples 
known to precede the panorama. This is an area for further study. 
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eighteenth-century resurgence of interest in views of the horizon widely that was ignited, or at 
least indexed, by Petrarch’s ca. 1350 letter describing his ascent of Mont Ventoux. 382 In four 
volumes comprising his Voyages dans les Alpes (1779-1796), Saussure details his use of 
numerous instruments, many of his own invention, for observing and recording meteorological 
and geological phenomena. These include the cyanometer, for measuring the blueness of the sky; 
the diaphanometer, for reading the optical clarity of the atmosphere; the hygrometer, for 
quantifying the amount of various types of moisture in the atmosphere; and the magnetometer, 
for registering the magnetic influence of mountains as an effect of the presence of ferriferous 
minerals.383  By employing such tools in the alpine realm, Saussure sought a “true theory of the 
earth.”384 
Saussure used the 360-degree stereographic format not only to render the immersive view 
from the summit of the Buet Glacier but to frame the figures of himself and his colleague Aimé 
Bonpland, who are shown using their measuring tools in the center of the scene. With this image, 
de Saussure associates panoramic perspective with his work in geognosy, the study of the earth’s 
features. Geognosy’s subsequent name, geology, was coined by Saussure himself in Voyages. 
Saussure’s stereographic predates and foretells the reach that panoramic media will soon 
extend. In the work of archaeologist William Gell (British, 1777-1836), we see the appropriation 
of the panoramic format to illustrate a landscape study undertaken immediately after the 
medium’s international debut. Gell’s The Topography of Troy (1804) presents his field studies of 
the geographic sites of Homer’s Illiad in a large-format (44 cm height), 124-page volume of 
which 30 pages are given to plates rendered from life by Gell himself. All the plates are 
formatted as extended horizontals. The fourteen narrowest such views range in proportion from 
                                                
382 Petrarch, 2011 [ca.1350], 30-33. 
383 Crook, 1907, 31. 
384 Carozzi, 1989. 
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1:2 to 1:3—decidedly wide. The remaining 25 are even more dramatically proportioned in excess 
of 1:3. Among these, three fold out from the binding. The widest of the three is Plate 19, View of 
the Plain of Troy from the Tomb of Antilochus (fig. 3.64), which folds out to measure 13.5” in 
height by 41” wide. Gell explains that the need for illustrations that supercede the extent of 
ordinary two-dimensional images derives from the character of landscape itself: “The necessity 
of a general view is such, that without it no very correct idea could be full of the appearance of 
the plain. I have here taken the liberty, which I have used on many other occasions, of extending 
the drawing on each side, till all the interesting objects of the country are included.”385 
Having established that the wide horizontal format is one he has used before, Gell then 
makes a new suggestion. He instructs readers to view this exceptionally wide plate by holding it 
so as to form a 180-degree (plus) curve: “The plate is of a sufficient magnitude to permit the 
observer to elevate the extremities of the paper on the right and left, so that, by placing the eye in 
the center, and turning the head towards such parts as he wishes to examine, he will have the 
objects in the exact direction in which they appear to a person on the spot.”386 The plate is indeed 
large enough to enable viewing in the manner he recommends. Plate 36, Bounarbashi, View from 
the Acropolis (fig. 3.65) measures 36” in width and permits the same manner of viewing.  
Gell explicitly acknowledges Barker’s panoramas as precedent and proof-of-concept: 
It will be necessary for those, who find a difficulty in comprehending with the eye more than 60 degrees at the 
same time, to consider this view, as composed of three separate pictures; as by the map it may be seen, that it 
includes somewhat more than 180 degrees. The battle of Lodi, and some other pictures, have been exhibited in 
London under the same circumstances. The whole being taken with the help of a protractor, the distances are 
almost mathematically exact.387 
                                                




Although he uses neither Barker’s name nor the word “panorama,” the Battle of Lodi and the 
“other pictures” to which Gell refers are clearly Barker’s panoramas. Next, Gell asks the viewer 
to imagine that the extended horizontal View of the Plain of Troy from the Tomb of Antilochus 
represents just the top of a landform whose base would exceed the width of this plate by an 
additional 32 inches: “It should be observed, that the foreground represents merely the conic 
summit of the tumulus, the base of which, in its proper proportion, would be at least 6 feet in 
diameter, and a figure standing on it would be eight or 9 inches in height.”388 
Gell’s panoramic method for presenting his archeological findings suggests that panoramic 
media was perceived to be relevant to the voyage-based research methods that both his own and 
Saussure’s works exemplify. This thesis is borne out in the example of their contemporary and 
colleague, German geographer and botanist Alexander von Humboldt (1769-1859). Humboldt 
used a vast array of geognostic tools similar to Saussure’s, including cyanometer, hygrometer, 
and magnetometer, in the expeditions to Central and South America he recorded in Travels to the 
Equinoctial Regions of the New Continent, During the Years 1799-1804 (published in seven 
volumes, 1814-1829).  
Best known for his meticulous quantitative recordkeeping on meteorological and biological 
data, and for founding an influential, integrative approach to natural philosophy which became 
known as Humboldtian Science, Humboldt was clearly familiar with the first wave of panoramic 
attractions inaugurated by Robert Barker’s 1787 invention when he invoked the encyclopedic 
significance of the panorama in a letter to his friend, Karl August Varnhagen von Ense: 
I have hit on the fantastic idea of portraying the entire world—everything we know today about the heavens and 
life on earth, from nebulae to the geography of mosses and granites—and all this in a work that is written in a 
lively, stimulating style and will delight the mind. Every great and important idea of which we have some 
                                                
388 Ibid. See also Shanks, 2016, 96. 
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glimmer must be included here along with the known facts. It must reflect a whole epoch of human intellectual 
development—in its knowledge of nature—in its full scope.389 
Oettermann notes that Humboldt’s five-volume opus, Cosmos: A Sketch of a Physical 
Description of the Universe, published between 1845 and 1862, fulfills just this ambition.390 
What Oettermann does not note, and Edward Casey appears to overlook as well, is that in the 
second volume of Cosmos, Humboldt advocates specifically and overtly for the construction of 
round panoramas describing world-as-compendium with which to edify the public and connect 
local landscape experiences with knowledge of the larger world. Humboldt begins by asserting 
that places have phenomenologically distinct local qualities: 
…There is […] a certain physiognomy of nature exclusively peculiar to each portion of the earth. The idea 
which the artist wishes to indicate by the expressions “Swiss nature” or “Italian skies,” is based on a vague 
sense of some local characteristic. The azure of the sky, the form of the clouds, the vapory mist resting in the 
distance, the luxuriant development of plants, the beauty of the foliage, and the outline of the mountains, are the 
elements which determine the total impression produced by the aspect of any particular region. To apprehend 
these characteristics, and to reproduce them visibly, is the province of landscape painting; while it is permitted 
to the artist, by analyzing the various groups, to resolve beneath his touch the great enchantment of nature—if I 
may venture on so metaphorical an expression—as the written words of men are resolved into a few simple 
characters.391 
After identifying painting as the primary vehicle for the description of place, he suggests that 
even the pedestrian engraved illustrations found in popular travel guides go some way to 
conveying the particularities of place and thereby edifying the public: 
But, even in the present imperfect condition of pictorial delineations of landscapes, the engravings which 
accompany, and too often disfigure, our books of travels, have, however, contributed considerably toward a 
                                                
389 The date of this letter is unclear. It is quoted in Oettermann, 38, who cites Max Rychner, Antworten: Aufsatze zur 
Literatur (Zurich: Manesse-Verlag), 1961, 63. 
390 Oettermann, 1998, 38. Oettermann explicitly characterizes Humboldt’s impulses as reflective of panoramic 
media’s objectives. Oettermann’s only other reference to Humboldt is to note that his portrait appears in Eduard 
Gartner’s second, 1835-36 version of his Panorama of Berlin, 215. 
391 Humboldt, 1855, 97. The phenomena he cites—the color of the sky, the form of the clouds, the kind of mist, the 
vegetation, the landforms—are those that he measures in his voyages, with the use of Saussurean tools. 
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knowledge of the physiognomy of distant regions, to the taste for voyages in the tropical zones, and to a more 
active study of nature.392 
Then in the next sentence Humboldt offers an explicit prescription for documenting the kind 
of knowledge in which he specializes with panoramas open to the public: 
The improvements in landscape painting on a large scale (as decorative paintings, panoramas, dioramas, and 
neoramas) have also increased the generality and force of these impressions. The representations satirically 
described by Vitruvius and the Egyptian Julius Pollux, as “exaggerated representations of rural adornments of 
the stage,” and which, in the sixteenth century, were contrived by Serlio’s arrangement of Coulisses to increase 
the delusion, may now, since the discoveries of Prévost and Daguerre, be made, in Barker’s panoramas, to 
serve, in some degree, as a substitute for traveling through different regions.393 
Here, Humboldt argues that an art that begins with theatrical set design has advanced to the 
point that it is a legitimate and worthwhile substitute for actual travel. He proceeds to extoll the 
uncanny transporting effect of panoramas as the result of immersive design: 
Panoramas are more productive of effect than scenic decorations, since the spectator, inclosed [sic], as it were, 
within a magical circle, and wholly removed from all the disturbing influences of reality, may the more easily 
fancy that he is actually surrounded by a foreign scene. These compositions give rise to impressions which, 
after many years, often become wonderfully interwoven with the feelings awakened by the aspect of the scenes 
when actually beheld.394 
Humboldt asserts that the virtual sensations produced inside panoramas are experientially 
continuous with actual landscape experiences. Then he qualifies this effect, lamenting a lacuna in 
the medium’s realization: 
Hitherto panoramas, which are alone effective when of considerable diameter, have been applied more 
frequently to the representation of cities and inhabited districts than to that of scenes in which nature revels in 
wild luxuriance and richness of life. An enchanting effect might be produced by a characteristic delineation of 
nature, sketched on the rugged declivities of the Himalaya and the Cordilleras, or in the midst of the Indian or 
South American river valleys395, and much aid might be further derived by taking photographic pictures, which 
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although they certainly cannot give the leafy canopy of trees, would present the most perfect representation of 
the form of colossal trunks, and the characteristic ramification of the different branches.396 
Humboldt regrets that at the time of his writing, panoramas generally depict cityscapes, 
whereas he would like to see panoramas of the lands he had explored in the tropical Americas 
and Asia. He continues: 
All these means, the enumeration of which is specially comprised within the limits of the present work, are 
calculated to raise the feeling of admiration for nature; and I am of opinion that the knowledge of the works of 
creation, and an appreciation of their exalted grandeur, would be powerfully increased if, besides museums, and 
thrown open, like them, to the public, a number of panoramic buildings, containing alternating pictures of 
landscapes of different geographical latitudes and from different zones of elevation, should be erected in our 
large cities. The conception of the natural unity and the feeling of the harmonious accord pervading the universe 
can not fail to increase in vividness among men, in proportion as the means are multiplied by which the 
phenomena of nature may be more characteristically and vividly manifested.397 
Here we see one of the most influential scientific thinkers of the nineteenth century calling 
for a system of panorama rotundas, larger than those already in existence, among which 
panoramic canvases of the world’s newly-catalogued landscapes should be displayed and 
circulated, such that local audiences can virtually experience not one but any number of the 
travels he and his colleagues had undertaken. He envisions this more than thirty-five years before 
the second wave of round panoramas—that is, well before the establishment of a systematic 
international industry much as he describes would in fact be established. 
Today, Humboldt’s period influence is indexed not by popular awareness of his life and work 
but by the use of his name to identify places. Humboldt Park in Chicago is named for him, as is 
Milwaukee’s 73-acre Humboldt Park; Iowa has a city named Humboldt, and Cuba has a national 
park named after him. In New York’s Central Park there stands a larger-than-life bronze bust of 
Humboldt by Gustaf Blässer (German, 1813-1874). An 1878 likeness by Henry Shaw stands in 




Tower Grove Park in St. Louis, while Chicago’s Humboldt Park is marked with an 1892 full-
figure bronze by Felix Görling (German, b. 1860).398 This is just a sampling of the place-names 
that honored Humboldt, and yet in recent decades, his memory has faded. 
Whereas Carl Linnaeus (Swedish, 1707-1778) and Karl Ludwig Willdenow (German, 1765-
1812) worked within the frameworks of botany and plant taxonomy, Humboldt, as a plant 
geographer, was different. As an example, Chunglin Kwa shows how Humboldt’s definition of a 
“heath” differed from Willdenow’s: whereas the latter used the term as a topographical 
designation, i.e., the place where heather grows, Humboldt defined the heath as the place were an 
association of species can be found—two varieties of heather, alongside two varieties of 
lichens.399 The ecological aspect of this definition reflects Humboldt’s orientation toward the 
holism that registers vegetation patterns at a global scale. 
As a plant geographer, Humboldt’s objective was to produce new knowledge of plant life by 
rendering places through analysis of their vegetation, and to represent the world as a whole by 
rendering the patterns and distribution of its plant life perceptible in a glance. In so doing, he was 
a key voice in producing the category of “landscape” that we understand today. Kwa asserts that 
Alexander von Humboldt “invented” landscape when he “stripped the concept of landscape from 
its primary visual meaning.”400 Like J. B. Jackson and Anne Spirn, Kwa traces the history of the 
word landscape in order to understand the cultural and visual formation of the landscape idea: 
In Dutch, the word [landtskip] had originally referred to rural settlements and had administrative connotations. 
But by the end of the sixteenth century, “landscape” had acquired a new meaning: pictorial representation, first 
as the background for a history piece, later as an independent genre. Landschap is henceforth an “expressing, a 
representation of the land, especially as inhabited by people.401 
                                                
398 Von Humboldt School closed in Chicago in 2013 (it was located at 2620 W. Hirsch St.) (All four East Humboldt 
Park schools closed, plus 46 other schools, in the same year.) 
399 Kwa, 2005, 154, citing Nicolson, 1987; see Kwa’s footnote 33. 
400 Kwa, 2005, 149. Recently, Andrea Wulf attributed to Humboldt the “invention of nature,” 2015. 
401 Ibid.; see his footnote 4. 
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Whereas during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, “landscape” referred to a genre of 
painting, Humboldt recognized that artists could use their ways of seeing to reveal broad patterns 
underlying the observable phenomena of nature. With this holistic notion, Humboldt 
“transformed the concept of landscape from an aesthetic category into an abstract entity.402 
In the nineteenth century, “realism” in landscape painting indicated a greater fidelity to 
topography and chorography than the realism of seventeenth-century Dutch landscape 
painting.403 Kwa illustrates this with a literary analogy that compares the landscape realism of 
Shakespeare’s Henry IV with that which Balzac formulates in Le Père Goriot. Balzac nests 
realistic details inside a realistic depiction of social structure, whereas Shakespeare’s realistic 
details don’t matter at the level of social structure and can only be understood to cohere by 
inferring spiritual transcendence.404 Meanwhile, Seghers’s and Ruisdael’s Baroque realisms 
perform at the scale of individual objects, never rising to the scale of landscape: “For a spectator 
in the time of the Baroque, it was satisfactory if both hill and castle were realistic. But a modern 
observer wants the whole of it, their combination, to be correct.”405 
When Kwa turns to Humboldt, he cites Humboldt’s pages 97 and 98 in Cosmos. This passage 
begins with Humboldt’s comments on “Swiss nature” and “Italian skies.” Kwa refers to this 
material as evidence that “Humboldt’s gaze is the gaze of the painter,”406 but he makes no 
mention of Humboldt’s larger point, which was his argument that panoramas express the same 
holism he had found through his geognostic research. Instead, Kwa points out that Humboldt 
never uses the word “landscape,” which was in the 1850s still a genre of art: “Humboldt 
                                                
402 Ibid. 
403 Ibid., 151 
404 In making this comparison, Kwa draws on the thinking of Erich Auerbach. See Kwa, 2005, 151 for citation. 
405 Ibid. As in the sense of ecological realism. See Kwa’s footnote 12. 
406 Kwa, 2005, 153. He in turn invokes Schama’s (1996) comment that “landscapes are culture before they are 
nature: constructions of the imagination projected onto wood and water and rock,” 61. See Kwa’s footnote 30. 
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projected painted landscapes on nature, and what he found was its ecological unity.”407 It was 
another German geographer, K. Rosenkrantz, who first used the word landscape in a manner 
unencumbered by pictures: “Landscapes are relative wholes, stepwise integrated local systems of 
factors comprising all realms of nature.”408 Describing landscapes in terms of steps concurs with 
Humboldt’s conception of the “different zones of elevation” that distinguish the vegetation 
unique to regions according to large patterns that play across the globe.409 
Humboldt’s concept of holism is reflectex in his interest in panoramic media, it is an 
important part of my overall argument because it confirms the association between panoramic 
media and landscape understandings.410 
 
LANDSCAPE DESIGN IN THE CONTEXT OF PANORAMIC MEDIA. One of the 
panorama’s most distinguishing features is the difference between the physical object and the 
experience it makes possible. Its status as a painting is perhaps more obvious than the other 
aspects of its three-part image/object/architecture construction. The panorama’s recognizability 
as a painting is central to its true/not true duality: what the senses gather as light and atmosphere 
is known to the mind and, to some extent, the determined eye, as mere pigment on canvas, and 
                                                
407 Kwa, 2005, 153. 
408 Rosenkrantz, quoted in Kwa, 153. See his footnote 31: “Quoted in Josef Schmithusen, “Was ist eine 
Landschaft?,” in Das Wesen der Landschaft, ed. Karlheinz Paffen (Darmstadt, 1973), 156-74, 169. 
409 Humboldt, 1855 (Cosmos, v. 2), 98. 
410 There is further food for thought on immersive landscape in Kwa, 1998 (“Painting and Photographing 
Landscapes: Pictorial Conventions and Gestalts”) and in Nicholson, 1987, 167: “floristic” plant geography 
(Linnaeus) versus “morphological” plant geography, which focuses on “the study of vegetation rather than flora”, 
168. Nicolson, 1987, says Humboldt’s approach to plant geography was centrally important to understanding his 
larger “programme for a universal science which would encompass all natural phenomena, and aesthetics and 
epistemology besides,” 167. We see this drive toward holism in Humboldt’s Cosmos; the five-volume opus is a kind 
of panorama itself. Nicolson writes, “We own to Susan Cannon the identification Humboldtian science as an 
important and distinctive early nineteenth century form of natural inquiry (see his footnote 2). She characterized it as 
synthetic, empirical, quantitative and impossible to fit into any of our twentieth century disciplinary boundaries. See 
also Wulf on Humboldt’s position between Enlightenment and Romanticism, who notes that Humboldt uses tools 
but he also uses “feeling”—this is very different from the stark line we draw between art and science today. See “A 
Science Hero, Lost and Found,” National Public Radio [audio interview], 2015, 
https://www.sciencefriday.com/segments/a-science-hero-lost-and-found/. 
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that tension is precisely what makes the panorama both compelling and disorienting. That is, 
knowing that that the panorama is a mere object makes the its embodied-visual affect all the 
more compelling. 
Immersive representations share a number of features with designed landscapes. Influential 
and frequently-cited psychological research by psychologists Rachel Kaplan and Stephen 
Kaplan, working with landscape architect Robert Ryan, examines human preferences in natural 
environments. Their research identifies four key elements of “restorative” landscape features in 
everyday settings: being away, extent, fascination, and compatibility. Landscapes that exhibit 
these features give viewers respite from mental fatigue, helping to restore the attentional deficits 
associated with managing too much or too-diverse information.411 Being away indicates “respite 
from the everyday tasks that tire one.”412 Extent indicates the sensation of “a whole different 
world”; “a total immersion experience”; and “a sense of being in a large enough place that its 
boundaries are not evident.”413 Fascination refers to opportunities for “thinking, doing, and 
wondering. People are fascinated by figuring things out, by predicting, by recognizing.”414 
Compatibility measures “the match between the demands of the environment and the goals and 
intentions of the individual,”415 or the match “between one’s inclinations and environmental 
circumstances.”416 While I have not applied the Kaplans’ rubric as a methodology, it is clear that 
these measures may also be appropriate for describing immersive media. 
Kaplan, Kaplan and Ryan developed this framework to address the psychological effects of 
designed landscapes. They have used it to assess the restorative effects of views through 
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windows and of visits to museums and monasteries. Their research has been cited in studies in 
landscape architecture, urban planning, environmental psychology, forestry, mental health, 
public health, ecology, resource management, and web design. While I am troubled by the 
frequency with which their research, and many of the subsequent studies that refer to their 
findings, conflate landscape images with actual places, that blurring actually concurs with my 
argument that “landscape” is a hybrid construct that commingles images with real space. Their 
elision of image and real also supports my framing of the panorama as a construct that, despite 
its status as a synthetic object and not a landscape, nevertheless delivers a compelling landscape-
like experience. 
Similarly, the framework’s uncritical treatment of “nature” as a self-evident quantity, easily 
identifiable by contradistinction with human activity, is problematic in its own right, yet it 
corresponds with the real/unreal duality that present study ascribes to the landscapes of the large 
parks movement. If a predominant expectation of public park landscapes is access to nature, then 
a panorama would seem to be the opposite of a park, insomuch as a panorama delivers a virtual 
and deceptive rendering of landscape features. But the mediated construction of urban nature is a 
complex practice with deep cultural roots; examining the points at which panoramic attractions 
intersected with park design serves to highlights the formulation of nineteenth-century nature. 
The panorama synthesizes image, object, and architecture into a seamless experience that is, 
by definition, immersive and kinaesthetic. Its effects are reinforced and amplified by 
supplementary two-dimensional images. Together, the panorama and its immersive cousins (such 
as the moving panorama, diorama, and paper peepshow) played an important role in shaping 
popular nineteenth-century understandings of nature, landscape, and geography. The large public 
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parks that emerged during the period in which panoramic media held sway can be considered as, 
themselves, iterations of immersive media. 
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CHAPTER FOUR | Panoramic Representations of Large Park Landscapes 
 
Treating panoramas and designed landscapes as related, mediated expressions of period 
sensibilities reveals the negotiation of reality and artifice that late-nineteenth-century public 
parks engage. As we have seen, the panorama was a curated, immersive, multimedia landscape 
representation that required supplementation by two-dimensional media, invoked and evoked 
sensations of motion, and informed nineteenth-century conceptions of nature. Just as the 
panorama depends not only on optical but also somatic sensation, so the park operates by 
engaging the visitor’s bodily movement in the process of looking. The panorama’s imbrication of 
overview with immersion informed not only popular culture but the very concept of the entity 
construed as landscape for over a century. But did panoramic representation play an appreciable 
role in conceiving, designing, or promoting park landscapes in that period?  
The landscape significance of the panorama idea is typified in the way a boy’s gaze meets the 
reader’s eyes from across the picture plane in an 1830 travel guide called Panorama of London 
(fig. 4.1). The panorama of the title invokes the full range of the word’s period significance, 
from popular media to real landscapes that were defined by their capacity to deliver 
simultaneously expansive and immersive experiences. If the public park landscape might seem 
from a twentieth- or twenty-first century vantage point to constitute a minor expression of this 
range, in fact it was a centrally important exemplar of the panoramic mode of perception—as the 
guide demonstrates. 
In figure 4.1, the boy’s bare feet press against the cool stone walk. Behind him, directional 
linework that mimicks the rough grain of quarried limestone connects the sidewalk with the 
stony façade of London’s Church of St. Swithin. The caption identifies the famed relic 
ensconced against the outer south wall of St. Swithin’s behind him as the London Stone. The 
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boy’s gaze serves as a punctum, insinuating continuity between the viewer—who is presumably 
contemplating virtual, if not actual, travel to London—and the object of the view, the London 
Stone, which is understood to condense London’s very situated, material existence.  
The scene expresses the book’s capacity for doing the same—a capacity that is panoramic 
insomuch as it accomplishes its ends by imbricating immersion with overview, drawing on both 
panroamas and park landscapes in the process. The scene appears near the end of Thomas 
Allen’s The Panorama of London, and Visitor’s Pocket Companion, in a Tour Through the 
Metropolis (1830). Among a series of plates that seem arbitrary with respect to the text, only this 
one is accompanied by explanation, albeit brief: “The London Stone, near St. Swithin’s church, 
in Cannon-street, is supposed to have been the Milliarium of the Romans, from which they 
commenced the measure of distances to their several stations throughout Britain. FINIS.”417 
This reference to the stone’s role as a milliarium reflects a thesis that is traceable at least as 
far back as the late sixteenth century.418 That it was recognized by that date as a geographic 
reference point suggests its origins lie deeper in history. Although the stone’s original purpose is 
unknowable, interest in its spatial and mythological significance is well established in history 
and literature.419  It appears on the earliest known map of London, the Copperplate Map of 1559, 
one of very few elements other than important streets and buildings deemed worthy of labeling 
by name (fig. 4.2).420 In 1671 it was characterized as “the remaining parte of London stone,” a 
point that seems to indicate it had been significantly larger within living memory.421 By 1720, a 
protective stone cupola was constructed around it where it stood in the roadway.422 
                                                
417 Allen, 1830, 318. 
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422 Ibid., citing Strype, quoted in the 1720 edition of Stow’s Survey; Book Two, 193-194. 
 156 
  In 1742, the stone was deemed a traffic obstruction and removed, cupola and all, to the 
adjacent façade of St. Swithin’s. It is known to have been moved twice more, in 1798 and 1828; 
the location shown in Thomas Allen’s 1830 guide (fig. 4.1) is the final position the stone 
occupied against St. Swithin’s south wall. The cupola housing appears to be the same structure 
that protected it from cart traffic from the late seventeenth century, now set on a three-sided 
plinth.423 At the time this image was made, the stone had occupied this particular position for no 
more than two years.424 There is no evidence to support any of the popular theories—that the 
stone marked the center of the city, or was placed there or invoked by this or that historical 
figure, or the classical antiquarian thesis that the stone was a Roman milliarium—but the very 
proliferation of such theories during the sixteenth through nineteenth centuries shows that this 
hunk of obdurate, earthly matter has been understood to organize space around it, or at least been 
believed to have once done so, for well over half a millennium. 
Some of this understanding is encoded in J. Rogers’s 1830 engraving, beginning with the 
stone’s accompaniment by a colorful character (fig. 4.5). This is the only image among the 78 
that illustrate this guide in which a figure possesses individual character, or represents a member 
of an underclass, or appears alone, or stands so close to the viewer, or breaks the fourth wall by 
seeking the viewer’s eye. In contrast with the tonal indistinctness of the handbills posted beside 
the church door, and also in contrast with the crisp clarity of the image’s caption, is lettering that 
appears to be etched into the limestone above and to the left of the stone’s cupola. A bit difficult 
to make out, because this area is in light shadow, is the word “PANORAMA.” Above and to the 
right of the cupola, sunlight makes the capital letters clearer: “LONDON.” These words are 
linked by the ghostly but legible letters “o” and “f.” The three words comprise the book’s title. 
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This image would have been well-understood in its time: the text likens the book, as an 
object, to the London Stone itself, which was part of a network of similar instruments measuring 
distance and thus organizing the British landscape. As the image transports the viewer in 
imagination, so the guide transports the visitor in space. The panorama of the guide’s title 
invokes the full range of the word’s period significance as a reference to landscape. 
The book opens with “Sketches of the Metropolis—Geographical and Local Situation, Soil, 
Dimensions, Climate, Supply of Water, Population, Commerce, Consumption of Provisions.”425 
Chapters 2 through 4 recount the city’s history. Chapters 5 through 13 survey institutions and 
edifices of government, commerce, infrastructure, medicine, education, worship, and charity. 
Chapters 14 through 16, the guide’s final three chapters, catalog the city’s “exhibitions,” a 
category that includes the arts, the sciences, and the parks. The section begins with the “British 
Museum Galleries” and describes of a series of galleries of various sorts. Then it turns to a 
panorama proper, the Colosseum, located across the street from the Regent’s Park. The 
Colosseum is described as “one of the most extensive exhibitions in the metropolis. The building 
is almost circular, with a large dome” that houses a massive circular panorama of the “View of 
London, as though seen from the several galleries of St. Paul’s Cathedral”426—that is, from three 
viewing platforms that simulate positions at successively higher elevations along the cathedral’s 
dome: 
The view of the picture is obtained from three galleries, approached by the staircase before mentioned—the first 
corresponds, in relation to the view, with the first gallery at the summit of the dome of St. Paul’s; the second is 
like that of the upper gallery on the same edifice; and the third, from its great elevation, commands a view of 
the remote distance which describes the horizon in the painting. Above the last-mentioned gallery is placed the 
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identical copper ball which for so many years occupied the summit of St. Pauls’s; and above it is a fac-simile of 
the cross by which it was surmounted.427 
The third gallery, with its view of the horizon, is not the vertical terminus of this exhibition. 
Rather, “a small flight of stairs leads from this spot to the [actual, not virtual] open gallery which 
surrounds the top of the Colosseum, commanding a view of the Regent’s-park and subjacent 
country.”428 That is, the exhibition’s culminating experience is to ascend from the virtual exterior 
of a virtual dome to the actual exterior of the Colosseum’s actual dome and look over the park 
landscape. Whether this was experienced as a rewarding final step in the sequence of spectacle is 
left to imagination, but its provision suggests that the Colosseum’s orientation toward the 
Regent’s Park was understood as significant. Figures 4.6 and 4.7 show the edifice’s situation 
across the street from the park landscape that had been developed just a few years earlier. 
The guide goes on to detail the visitor’s ascent to the viewing platforms, achievable not only 
by the usual stairs but also by London’s first elevator, if not yet known by that name:429 
The communication with the galleries is by staircases of curious construction, built on the outer side of the 
central column already mentioned. This column is hollow, and within it a small circular chamber is to be caused 
to ascend when freighted with company, by means of machinery, with an imperceptible motion, to the first 
gallery. The doors of the chamber will then open, and by this novel means of being elevated, visitors may avoid 
the fatigue of ascending by the stairs, and then walk out into the gallery to enjoy the picture.430 
Then the guide describes the view: 
In extent or accuracy, the panorama is one of the most surprising achievements of art in this or any other 
country. The picture covers upwards of 40,000 square feet, or nearly an acre of canvas; the dome of the 
building, on which the sky is painted, is thirty feet more in diameter than the cupola of St. Paul’s; and the 
circumference of the horizon, from the point of view, is nearly 130 miles. The grand and distinguishing merit of 
this panorama is the unusual interest of picturesque effect with the most scrupulous accuracy; and, in illustration 
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of the latter excellence, so plain are the principal streets in the view, that thousands of visitors will be able to 
identify their own dwellings.431 
The text proceeds to extoll a series of related immersive attractions distributed nearby, 
including botanical conservatories, a set of dioramas housed behind a façade designed by the 
architect John Nash (among the the attractions described here, this is the only structure extant in 
2018), and a Swiss cottage offering dramatic Alpine vistas from its windows: 
It is wainscoted with coloured (knotted) wood, and carved in imitation of the fanciful interior of the dwellings 
of the Swiss mountaineers. The immense projecting chimney, in capacious corners, and the stupendous fire-
dogs, are truly characteristic charms of cottage life; and the illusion is not a little enhanced by the prospect from 
the windows, consisting of terrific rocks and caverns, among which a cascade is to fall from an immense height 
into a lake, which is to spread immediately beneath the windows. Admission to the saloon and panorama, 3s; to 
the fountain, conservatories, and Swiss cottage, 2s.; or to the panorama alone, 2s. Open from ten till dusk.432 
The guide details the panoramic effects to be found in Louis Daguerre’s Diorama: 
The Diorama, near the last edifice, is an exhibition of architectural and landscape scenery, so arranged and 
illuminated, as to display changes of light and shade, and to represent, with surprising accuracy, the appearances 
of nature. The building consists of a vestibule, with doors opening into the boxes and saloon, the floor of which 
turns on a pivot, in order to bring the spectators, successively, opposite to openings like the proscenium of a 
theatre, behind which are the picture-rooms. Two large paintings, seventy-two feet by forty-two, placed in 
these, are lighted by windows behind, and by skylights in the roof. By the aid of transparent and opaque curtains 
before the windows, various effects of light, shadow, and gradations of colour are produced; and many others 
may be similarly executed. The elevation of the building was designed by J. Nash, esq., and the theatre, &c. by 
Messrs. Pugin and Morgan, and was executed at a cost of 9,000. It was finished and opened in October, 1823. 
The pictures hitherto exhibited have been painted by Messrs. Bouton and Daguère [sic].433 
After three more pages of enthusiastic description of the exhibitions adjacent to Regent’s 
Park, the guide turns from the Colosseum to Burford’s Panorama at Leicester-square, noting, 
Paintings of this nature may be fairly entitled the triumph of aerial and linear perspective. Here are two circles, 
an upper and a lower, in which are constantly exhibited views of great cities, of battles, &c. The illusion is so 
complete that the spectator may imagine he is present at the actual display of the objects represented. There is a 
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panorama, also at No. 168, Strand, in which either one or two views of celebrated places may constantly be 
seen.434 
This painterly, panoramic landscape extravaganza continues at the Cosmorama in Regent-
street. In a cosmorama, visitors peer through successive small apertures along what otherwise 
appears to be a blank gallery wall. In this way, the trompe l’oeil painted view fills the field of 
view. One after another view is offered, often quite different from one another; they reflect 
geographic, cultural, and historical interest.435 Like the panorama and the other attractions 
described above, these views are compelling in large part because of their apparent realism: “The 
Cosmorama, Regent-street, is an exhibition for the display of views of celebrated remains of 
antiquity, combined with modern subjects, both of cities and particular edifices, and natural 
scenery. The galleries are elegantly fitted up with fourteen views, which, being seen through 
glazed apertures, have almost an effect of reality.”436 These excerpts demonstrate the currency 
and diversity of panoramic attractions, all of which, in different but related ways, coordinated 
architectural and painted elements to produce a compelling sense of realism in scenes that 
transported viewers to sites distinguished by the landscape features of other regions, countries, 
and continents, and to other times in history. 
The guide proceeds with vivid descriptions of compendious and well-known London 
exhibitions including the Missionary Museum, the Egyptian Hall, Finn’s Glass-making 
Exhibition, the Wax Works in Fleet Street, the National Repository of “new and improved 
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productions of our artisans and manufacturers,”437 and the Royal Menagerie at the King’s Mews, 
“a fine collection of living beasts and birds, the most extensive and curious in the world.”438 The 
tone shifts to a more grounded register for several pages that itemize London’s many theaters 
according to genre. Then the attention returns to spectacle as Vauxhall Gardens is described with 
superlatives that associate landscape with “transparent paintings” and “transporting” effects 
closely related to those of panoramas: 
The gardens are extensive, and contain a variety of walks, which are brilliantly illuminated, on public nights, 
with variegated coloured lamps, and terminated with transparent paintings; the whole disposed with so much 
taste and effect as to produce sensations bordering on enchantment in the visitor who, on entering, might 
suppose himself to be suddenly transported to one of the terrestrial paradises described in the Arabian Tales. 
…Extensive spectacles have been recently introduced into the gardens; the battle of Waterloo, in which a 
hundred horse and foot soldiers are engaged…light pieces, transparencies, hydraulic exhibitions…Fireworks of 
the most splendid kind are profusely displayed in these gardens: and the glitter of upwards of 20,000 coloured 
lamps among the dark green tints of the trees…all add to the delightful enchantment of the scene.439  
The guide concludes with a section headed “Royal Parks, Monuments, Statues, Relics of 
Ancient London, &c.” Among the brief entries on St. James’s Park, Green Park, Hyde Park, and 
the Regent’s Park, the latter is the shortest of all: 
The Regent’s Park contains about 450 acres, laid out in a pleasing style. The public are however excluded from 
the interior of this park, contrary to engagements made by the leading members of parliament that it should be 
open to the inhabitants of the metropolis. It is adorned with a piece of water and numerous villas of the nobility 
and gentry, exhibiting every style of architecture.440 
Following this, the guide itemizes one monument, five statues, and finally the London Stone—
and thus the Panorama of London is complete. 
The original open-air viewing platform would have allowed visitors to turn in any direction 
to take in the 360-degree view of London and its environs. Regent’s Park, then reserved for use 
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by residents of the terrace-houses and therefore inaccessible to visitors at the time the open-air 
viewing platform was in use, would have comprised nearly 180 degrees of that privileged view. 
That the culminating experience at the Colosseum, as it is described in the Panorama of London, 
is a rooftop view over Regent’s Park suggests that the park landscape held interest for consumers 
of panoramic attractions, notwithstanding the brevity of the guide’s entry on the park itself. 
Thinking further along the same lines, the park becomes a panoramic experience: although it was 
itself inaccessible to the public, visitors to the Colosseum gained privileged visual access to the 
park by ascending through the Colosseum’s virtual affordances to its actual summit. 
In 1845, the Colosseum’s rooftop platform for looking over the actual landscape was 
redefined. Another guide, A Description of the Colosseum as Re-opened in M.DCCC.XLV, 
relates that whereas most of the Colosseum’s exhibits had been refurbished, the platform on the 
roof reflected a more comprehensive new aspect: 
On top of the building is a CAMERA OBSCURA, on a scale never before attempted. From this commanding 
elevation is presented, through the means of this exquisite instrument, yet another Panorama of London, A 
LIVING MOVING PICTURE, of which this, our North-West quarter, forms the foreground, and the effects and 
details of which (fascinating under any aspect), vary with the alternations of our ever-changing climate.441 
A camera obscura presents a real-time moving image of the world that is surprisingly lifelike 
(well before the invention of cinema), yet fundamentally different from life in that the projected 
moving image appears upside down.442 By the time of this guide’s publication in 1845, the park 
had been opened to the public; as such, visitors would have found the camera obscura’s view of 
the park from the Colosseum’s roof compelling not because they were excluded from the park 
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(they were no longer excluded), but because the device repackaged the real space of the park as a 
virtual view. Viewing it through the mediating apparatus of the camera obscura would have 
amplified its wonder.443 
There is no evidence of whether the new camera obscura was fitted with a fixed aperture, 
which would offer a view in one direction, or an operable aperture that could be rotated to 
capture views in 360 sequential degrees. A manipulable camera obscura uses a series of lenses 
placed on the roof to throw the view down onto a horizontal screen or onto the floor. Such a 
downward-facing aperture solves the problem of the image’s inversion and accommodates a 
large number of viewers at one time. But without knowing more about this particular camera 
obscura the case, it is nevertheless clear that the Colosseum’s virtual landscape experiences 
culminated with actual landscape experiences, including a view over Regent’s Park.  
The sequencing of the descriptions in the 1830 and 1845 guides underscores the continuity 
among panoramic attractions, immersive media more generally, and the perception of actual 
landscapes.444 Media influenced the way particular landscapes were seen, but the relationship is 
deeper than that: media influenced what landscape was considered to be. That is, just as 
landscape painting had done in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, nineteenth-century 
popular media played a role in filtering which phenomena coalesced in perception to be 
construed as landscape. 
The Panorama of London illustrates the relations among immersive media, designed 
landscapes, and travel with almost diagrammatic clarity in its coordination of title, general 
content, the association and sequencing of immersive media with landscape parks, and the 
concluding image. Both the London Stone and the guide function as material synecdoches: much 
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as the stone stands for the whole of the Roman city, or even Britain, so the book stands for the 
city, offering a book-shaped version of the “bird’s-eye views” whose popularity was steadily 
increasing. A round, painted, architecturally disposed panorama stands for the entire landscape in 
an even more insistent way, to the extent that visitors are able believe themselves to have visited 
the places represented in that medium.445  
The large urban parks that emerge during this period also function as synecdoches, standing 
in a similar manner variously for landscape and nature and for city and state. Moreover, they do 
so according to the coordination of geographic disposition, vision, and embodied sensation that 
panoramas deploy so succinctly. This is reflected in the Panorama of London’s first images. The 
book’s concluding image of the London Stone illustrates the book’s final words and returns the 
reader to the title.446 By underscoring the logic of that title, the image also returns the reader to 
the frontispiece. The frontispiece folds out to reveal an extended horizontal view of London as 
seen from Blackfriars Bridge (fig. 4.8). The image is panoramic in both the general sense of the 
term, as an extended horizontal composition with a deep view into space, and in the synecdochic 
sense, as its simultaneously extensive and deep format surveys the seat of the city’s power.447 
In contrast, the facing title page offers a different kind of panorama: a view into Hyde Park 
through the columned arch of the Grand Entrance. This is the only illustration of a park 
landscape in the entire guide, and it is only a glimpse. If the book itself is to be thought of as a 
panorama, as the title announces it is, then the park is framed as the entrance thereto. An image 
of a gate indicates not only entrance, but also departure: passing through the gate into the park 
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constitutes a departure from the street and echoes the reader’s departure from the physical space 
occupied by the body as s/he “travels” to London through the guide. 
To what extent does the guide’s placement of park landscapes in the same category as 
panoramic attractions, underscored by the pairing of frontispiece and title page and illuminated 
by the association between the London Stone and the broad sense of the word panorama as a 
title, index the period disposition and reception of such landscapes? More specifically, if 
panoramic and immersive landscape-based media defined the visual/media cultural context of 
the nineteenth century, a period during which the typologies of the large urban public park and 
park system emerged, did panoramic representation play an appreciable role in conceiving, 
designing, and/or promoting such landscapes in that period? 
Cataloguing the deployment of two-dimensional, panoramically-formatted media in the 
design and marketing of four urban park landscapes shows that panoramic representation was 
implicated in the conception, design, and promotion of nineteenth century large park landscapes. 
Calton Hill in Edinburgh was the subject of Barker’s invention of the panorama. The drawings 
with which John Nash argued for his early design for Regent’s Park were panoramic not just in 
the general sense of the word (widely horizontal), but as a direct response to the popular two-
dimensional graphics that explicated round panoramas. Panoramic representations of park 
landscapes in New York and Paris asserted those places as sites of immersive overview. In each 
case, outlying, as-yet misunderstood nineteenth-century urban landscape images are revealed as 
specifically panoramic—that is, that they operate according to the round panorama’s visual logic, 
systems, and priorities as they pervaded period sensibilities. This thesis explains features of each 
image that have been overlooked by other studies and shows that the parks’ designers and 
promoters were deliberately appealing to panoramic appetites with these images. 
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CALTON HILL, EDINBURGH.  
Whether the painter – fashioning a work 
To Nature’s circumambient scenery, 
And with his greedy pencil taking in 
A whole horizon on all sides – with power 
Like that of angels or commissioned spirits, 
Plant us on some lofty pinnacle 
Or in a ship on waters, with a world 
Of life and lifelike mockery to east, 
To west, beneath, behind us, and before, 
Or more mechanic artist represent 
By scale exact, in model, wood or clay, 
From shading colours also borrowing help, 
Some miniature of famous spots and things, 
Domestic, or the boast of foreign realms: 
The Firth of Forth, and Edinburgh, throned 
On crags, fit empress of that mountain land 
WILLIAM WORDSWORTH, describing Barker’s Panorama of Calton Hill 
The Prelude of 1805, in Thirteen Books, 1805 
Book Seventh, “Residence in London,” lines 257-272 (emphasis added)448 
 
We have seen that the history of the round panorama likely begins with Robert Barker’s 1787 
view of Edinburgh from the pinnacle of Calton Hill.449 At the time of Barker’s innovation, 
Calton Hill was a culturally important public park landscape that offered a privileged vantage 
point to ordinary citizens. Established when the Town Council of Edinburgh purchased the 
vertiginous site in 1724, Calton Hill was Edinburgh’s first public park and also one of the earliest 
public parks in Britain.450 The philosopher David Hume (Scottish, 1711-1776) played a key role 
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resemblance, both in specific details and general concept,” 99. He mentions two predecessors: George Barret Sr.’s 
(1732-84) painting of the Lake District on the walls at Norbury Park, country home of John Locke; and Sir George 
Beaumont’s (1753-1827) specially constructed room for a similar painting to be commissioned from Thomas 
Hearne—a landscape View of the Lake and Vale of Keswick [Wales] from Crow Park—never executed. 
450 Public signage at the entrance of Calton Hill, “Edinburgh’s First Public Park,” City of Edinburgh, documented by 
the author. 
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in developing the park’s first footpath, Hume Way, which opened in 1775 as one of Britain’s 
first public recreational walking routes. 
The original medieval city of Edinburgh was sited for defensive reasons between the Castle 
and the Palace of Holyrood. These edifices were themselves situated so as to guard the southeast 
entrance to Scotland.451 Bounded by the Nor Loch to the north and crags of volcanic rock in the 
other directions, the site afforded defensibility but meager opportunity for expansion. Beginning 
around 1775 and continuing into the early years of the new century, the lake was drained and a 
geometric, neoclassical “New Town” was developed.452 
As Edinburgh’s New Town was constructed, Calton Hill became an important site from 
which to observe the changing city, as well as an object of regard in its own right. Then, as now, 
the hilltop afforded a sweeping 360-degree overview of both the Old and New Towns of 
Edinburgh, the Firth of Forth, and the distinctive surrounding landforms wrought by volcanic 
and glacial activity. Like most of the large parks that came after it in nineteenth-century Europe 
and the United States, Calton Hill synthesized city with country. Here, one could step from the 
city pavement into the park and almost immediately feel as though one had entered the 
countryside. Upon reaching the summit of the hill, the visitor would find the old and new 
Edinburghs arrayed with panoramically accessible clarity. 
Calton Hill’s topography makes its particular imbrication of city with country unique. Unlike 
other public parks, its association with panoramic landscape experience is direct, literal, and 
generative: the word panorama was coined in 1791 or 1792 to describe the medium that in was 
invented in 1787 to represent precisely the kind of landscape experience that distinguished 
Calton Hill. The park is the subject of and at least apocryphally the inspiration for the invention 
                                                
451 Stevenson 2006 213. 
452 Ibid. 
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of the panorama, a medium that would quickly come to shape popular awareness of geographic 
space and place, as Wordsworth’s 1805 verses attest. Examining the relationship between the 
first known panorama and the public park landscape it depicted provides a basis for recognizing 
the panoramic dimensions of popular images that proposed and promoted new park landscapes in 
other cities as the nineteenth century progressed. 
 A set of intaglio prints shows the view from the top of Calton Hill (fig. 4.9). They were 
drawn in ca. 1789-90 after the first panorama, Barker’s 1787 View of Edinburgh, and the 
Surrounding Country from the Calton Hill.453 That the prints refer to a 360-degree view from a 
single vantage point is evident in the fact that the left and right edges of the prints match.454 The 
circular painting they describe measured approximately 70 feet in circumference, 25 feet in 
diameter, and 9 feet in height; its central platform accommodated 7 people.455 456 
In 1805, Barker published a stereographic for the London audiences viewing the same 
panorama, which by then was view in his new rotunda at Leicester Square (fig. 4.10). The 
stereographic corresponds to the six-plate print, but it is important to note that both the horizontal 
aquatint and the stereographic engraving were produced as supplements to the panorama, a 
                                                
453 Oleksijczuk, 2011, 27, dates this engraving to 1789-90, citing the National Museums of Scotland. The image 
library for the collections of Edinburgh Libraries and Museums and Galleries give the date as 1793. In any case, 
Barker’s first rendering was only a half circle. It does not survive, but a few years later he had a six-plate engraving 
made, and that does survive; this is what we study here. They were issued separately, by subscription, between 
October 12, 1789 and March 1790. 
454 I collated images of the six separate prints in order to produce a single image for the purposes of this study. The 
images must be connected in correct order for the composition to work, but the break between the first plate and the 
sixth can be anywhere. Connecting the prints from a different starting point will work; this demonstrates that the full 
composition they produce is indeed circular. 
455 Before the 360-degree panorama, Barker made a semi-circular view from the same site. This was the version he 
took to London, and which Sir Joshua Reynolds described as “wholly unsuitable,” as Henry Aston Barker recounts 
in his memoirs. Oettermann, 1998, 100. 
456 See Oleksijczuk, 23-26, and Oettermann, 101. Their numbers vary slightly but appear to describe the same 
artifact, no longer extant. Oleksijczuk gives its dimensions variously as “nine feet high and twenty-three feet in 
diameter” (23) and “six feet high” with “a diameter of just under twenty-five feet” (28). On page 39 she calls it a 
“650-square foot representation of Edinburgh and the adjacent countryside.” While the measure of its diameter at 23 
to 25 feet matches Oettermann’s data, her other numbers are questionable: while some of these facts are footnoted, 
the notes provide additional commentary but no sources. 
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painting which has long since been lost.457 This explains why the stereographic is not as easy to 
match with the print as we might hope: it was designed to be read with the painting, not with the 
aquatinted plates. It is likely that the aquatints omit features from the panorama’s foreground, as 
well as the full height of the panorama’s sky. 
In the stereographic (fig. 4.10), the Castle sits on an elevated promontory to the right (when 
the image is oriented with the main text vertical). The palace, marked as Holyrood House, 
appears almost directly opposite. The Old Town appears toward the top; the New Town lies to 
the right of the Castle at the bottom. The “New Obfervatory” shown prominently in the 
foreground at left corresponds to the incomplete structure shown just beyond (and overlapped 
by) the chimney of Calton Hill’s original observatory—the point from which Robert Barker’s 
twelve-year-old son, Henry Aston Barker made the original drawings—in the horizontal view 
(fig. 4.9). In recent views, the new observatory is visible as a green-domed structure (figs. 4.12 
and 4.13), while the old observatory, from which Barker rendered the panoramic view, appears at 
the far left in each of these photographs. Its twin chimneys are visible; one of these is shown in 
the sixth plate of the horizontal 1793 view. 
In 1795, Barker developed a second 360-degree panorama of Edinburgh, this time from a 
different vantage point. Figure 4.11 shows an engraving after that painting, which was rendered 
from the tower of St. Giles’s Cathedral. Together, the two panoramas describe key features of 
                                                
457 The panorama in question was a full 360-degree work. It was shown first at Archers’ Hall in Edinburgh, from 
January 31 to early March, 1788, and then at the New Assembly Rooms in Edinburgh’s New Town from March 6 to 
June 2, 1788. Next it was mounted in a room at 28 Haymarket in spring 1789. The prints correspond to this full 360-
degree version—whereas the very first iteration was a half-circle. Another of Barker’s earliest panoramas, the view 
from the roof of Albion Steam Flour Mills near Blackfriars Bridge in London, was also rendered first as a half 
circle; it was painted in a rotunda Barker constructed in his own back garden at 28 Camden Street. Albion Mills 
comprised 1,479 square feet and was advertised to be shown at 28 Castle Street, Leicester Square. A full circle 
followed on the strength of ticket sales. For this, a stereographic (or “anamorphotic”) diagram was published, as 
well as a set of six aquatint prints. It was in the advertisement for this half-circle view of London from Albion Mills 
that the word “panorama” was coined in 1891. See Oettermann, 1997,101-103, including his footnote 9, and 
Oleksijczuk, 2011, 26. 
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Edinburgh in the late eighteenth century. In order to understand the two panoramas’ positions in 
relation to one another, note the hand annotation indicating St. Giles’s, located near the upper 
right in Fig. 4.10 and captioned with the number 11 in the same graphic.458 St. Giles’s Cathedral 
lies some distance from Calton Hill; in the 1795 panorama rendered from its steeple (Fig. 4.11), 
Calton Hill appears just left of Salisbury Craigs. Barker’s two views reflect Edinburgh’s 
condition of bearing two city centers, the old and the new. 
If the panorama was a site of looking, it was also a site of not-looking. Oettermann (1998) 
and Oleksijczuk (2013) rehearse their respective accounts of the panorama’s origins in accord 
with the facts provided in Henry Aston Barker’s obituary.459 An 1856 Art-Journal essay 
confirms and elaborates on the obituary’s account by incorporating supporting details attributed 
to Barker’s survivors.460 There is, however, another account of Robert Barker’s ideation of the 
panorama, one that makes the story that he first conceived of it while walking Calton Hill arm-
in-arm with his daughter beneath an umbrella look, in comparison, like a marketing strategy: 
The invention of the Panorama is usually attributed to Robert Barker, an Edinburgh painter. In about 1785 he 
was put into prison for debt and was confined to a cell lit by a grating let into the wall at the junction of wall 
and ceiling. One day he was reading a letter and to see more clearly carried it below the grating. The effect 
when the paper was held in the shaft of light falling from the opening was so astonishing that Barker’s 
imagination was set working on the possibilities of controlled light flung from above upon pictures of large 
dimension.461 
                                                
458 At the lower left, the same hand has annotated the stereographic to indicate the distances from this point to Leith, 
Berwick, and London. 
459 See my Chapter 1. 
460 Ibid. 
461 Cook, 1963, Movement in Two Dimensions, London: Hutchinson and Co., p. 32. This account is corroborated in 
Wagner, 1895, p. 144-145: “241. Panoramas were the invention of Robert Barker, an Irish portrait painter residing 
in Edinburgh towards the close of the last century. It was within the narrow confines of a prison cell that the idea of 
a panorama first arose in his mind. By all accounts, life in a Scottish Debtors’ Prison was very different from that in 
the Fleet [Barker’s skills at perspectival analysis had been employed by the military], whose inmates, of whatever 
station, were compelled to herd together. In his Edinburgh prison-house, at all events, Robert Barker had a cell to 
himself. This cell was so feebly lighted by means of a small air-hole in one of the corners, that the only way in 
which he could read the letters that came to him was by holding them up at arm’s length against the part of the wall 
which was opposite the air-hole. By so doing the words not only became perfectly distinct, but the effect produced 
was very striking. It then occurred to him that if a picture were placed in a similar position it would produce a still 
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If this account is correct, then Barker’s invention was first imagined from inside a dimly lit 
prison cell, notwithstanding its depiction of Calton Hill’s unfettered visual access to the 
geography surrounding Edinburgh.462 
Many scholars have linked the panorama to Jeremy Bentham’s Panopticon.463 Both were 
developed and patented in the years 1787-1791, and the panorama may indeed have first been 
imagined by an inmate confined to a prison cell. But despite the panorama’s structural similarity 
and coeval emergence with the panopticon, not to mention its early iconographic reflection of the 
commanding view with which the British crown regarded the world, the panorama should not be 
understood solely in terms of its alignment with power. Anne Friedberg explains this by 
distinguishing between the visualities respectively exemplified by the flâneur and the 
panopticon. She compares the panorama not to the panopticon, despite the apparent structural 
similarity, but rather to the visuality of the flâneur. The panopticon is a hegemonic, all-
encompassing mode of vision that originates from one central, all-powerful viewing position, 
whereas the flâneur’s mode of seeing is dispersed, ordinary, and more aligned with pleasure than 
power. Panoramic seeing occurs in contradistinction with the Foucauldian “regime 
                                                                                                                                                       
more wonderful effect. Having plenty of time on his hands, he devised first of all the illuminated panorama in a 
darkened room, and subsequently the circular panorama, which after his liberation he patented on June 19, 1787. 
‘Out of evil cometh good.’ If he had not been imprisoned for debt in Edinburgh he would never have amassed a 
considerable fortune by his Panorama in Leicester Square.” Wagner, Leopold. Manners, Customs, and Observances: 
Their Origin and Signification. New York: Macmillan and Co., 1895. See also Mimi Colligan. Canvas 
Documentaries: Panoramic Entertainments in Nineteenth-Century Austrailia and New Zealand. Victoria, Australia: 
Melbourne University Press, 2002, pp. 10-11. Based on my field research in extant period panoramas, I find this 
account believable; the effects Wagner describes correspond with the behavior of light in the most effectively and 
accurately curated panoramas. 
462 Barker’s prison cell may have been located either in the Calton Jail at the foot of Calton Hill, or in the Tollbooth 
Prison adjacent to St. Giles’s Cathedral and visible in the panorama. 
463 The title of Oleksijczuk’s 2011 book on Barker’s early works, The First Panoramas: Visions of British 
Imperialism, makes the insinuation Friedberg rejects in 2003. 
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panoptique.”464 While the panoptic gaze was influential, other ways of looking produced 
different, less hierarchical forms of subjectivity.465 
This is evident in Benjamin’s correlation of the flâneur with the panoramic viewer: “The 
city-dweller … attempts to introduce the countryside into the city. In the panoramas the city 
dilates to become landscape, as it does in a subtler way for the flâneur.”466 Indeed, panoramas, 
including those in Paris, were lit from above with the same glass-and-iron array as the arcades 
that so captured Benjamin’s attention, and the arcade known as le Passage des Panoramas was 
named precisely because it communicated one of the two panoramas on the Boulevard 
Montmartre with the Palais-Royale. The Parisian arcades were contiguous in construction, 
materiality, form, affect, and ambulatory circulation with the panoramas, and the complexity of 
the arcades’s relationship to power attends the panorama.467 
Simply put, a panorama depicts a place, with one meaning that emerges from its relationship 
to the place being depicted, and a very different meaning that arises when the panoramic image 
is installed elsewhere. 468 That is, its meaning mutates with its position in space, because its 
significance as a virtually transporting device changes with its geographic context. Friedberg 
discusses the panorama’s “transporting” function in detail, noting that “the panorama and the 
diorama were building-machines with a different objective: designed to transport—rather than to 
                                                
464 Friedberg, 2013, 404. She notes, “The trope of flânerie delineates a mode of visual practice coincident with—but 
antithetical to—the panoptic gaze. Like the panopticon system, flânerie relied on the visual register—but with a 
converse instrumentalism, emphasizing mobility and fluid subjectivity rather than restraint and interpellated [sic] 
reform.” 
465 As shown with regard to Bryson, 1983, in Chapter Two. 
466 Friedberg, 2013, 409, quoting Benjamin; see her footnote 16. 
467 Oleksijczuk, 2011, concurs with Friedberg in pressing against a simple equation between panoramic vision and 
the deployment of power. Rather than read the panorama as “a mass art form that assisted the fantasies of 
domination that served the agenda of European imperialism,” Oleksijczuk aims, “by uncovering the secret history of 
its origin in Edinburgh…[to] argue that the vanquished were the first to use this visual form.” She traces “the 
emergence of the panorama as an instrument of what Wolfgang Schivelbusch has called ‘the culture of defeat,’” 24, 
citing Schivelbusch in her footnote 3. This argument is not fully reconciled with her book’s main thesis. 
468 Ibid. Oleksijczuk’s argument on panorama’s emergence as an “instrument” from “the culture of defeat” 
acknowledges that the meaning of the image changed as its audience changed—that is, when its presentation site 
was changed.  
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confine—the spectator-subject.”469 Benjamin argued that cinematic spectatorship (of which he 
offers the panorama as a precursor) had an “explosive” effect—he called it “dynamite in a tenth 
of a second”—that broke the spectator from the bonds of the “prison-world” of the nineteenth-
century built environment.470 
Peter Otto argues that the panorama represents not a culmination of the modern impulse to 
manipulate reality using a second-order reality, but rather relied on and exacerbated the turn-of-
the-nineteenth-century sense that “first and second order realities” were diverging from their 
respective dualistic positions, a situation that implied “the constructed and contingent nature of 
the real.”471 Otto describes the panorama as “almost a synecdoche for the modern” and goes so 
far as to propose reading the lone central figure’s elevated position amid light and the 
“circumambient world” in Caspar David Friedrich’s (German, 1774-1840) painting “The 
Wanderer Above a Sea of Mist” (1818) as standing not on a real promontory, but in a panorama: 
The centrality and elevation of the Wanderer; the light emanating uniformly from the landscape; the relation 
between the foreground, middle and background of the design; and the relation between observer, light and 
circumambient world, all recall the panorama, to the extent that one can’t exclude the possibility that the 
Wanderer is standing in a panorama, on an observation platform designed to seem part of the panorama’s virtual 
environment, and that he is therefore looking out over a virtual rather than actual landscape.472 
Although Otto offers no citations for this point, Oettermann made a similar suggestion almost 
twenty years earlier. Indeed, he explains, Friedrich at one point planned to paint a panorama; but, 
                                                
469 Friedberg, 1993, 20; see her footnote 23. She is distinguishing the panorama from the panopticon. 
470 Friedberg, 406, quoting Benjamin, 1936, “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction.” His precise 
wording varies with translation among publications. 
471 Otto, 2007, abstract. 
472 Otto, 2007, n.p., paragraph 2. Here again the word “circumambient” arises, as it did in Edward Casey’s definition 
of landscape (see my Chapter Two). See also Wordworth, 1805, lines 257-272, for his use of this word to describe 
the panorama. 
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“what is represented in Friedrich’s landscape paintings [sic—Oettermann is including several 
works in this point] is not a panorama per se, but rather a view of the world as panorama.”473  
These comments show that the medium of the panorama reflected and amplified period 
understandings of landscape. The panorama’s control of vision mirrored the workings of British 
imperial power to be sure, but that was not the sole or even the primary reason for its emergence 
as a new form of representation. The first landscape to be depicted panoramically was itself a site 
for looking: it afforded a 360-degree view over Edinburgh’s pair of city centers and the 
surrounding landscape. It was equipped with an observatory and other authoritative institutions, 
but rather than serve only privileged viewers, it was accessible to the citizenry as Scotland’s first 
public park and first public recreational walking path. Much as the park operated by engaging the 
visitor’s bodily movement in the process of looking, so the panorama depended not only on 
optical but also somatic sensation. 
While the panorama of Calton Hill was not designed expressly for the purpose of promoting 
the park, it did perform that function. Calton Hill’s landscape interest was its simultaneous 
sensory remove from the urban milieu and affordance of visual oversight of the transforming 
urban complex. Subsequent panoramas were not necessarily as closely aligned with the actual 
character and elevation of the sites they represented; many instead infused the sites they depicted 
with panoramic character through the manipulation of perspective. Similarly, the invention of 
large parks produced urban landscapes that imbricated country with city and invoked elevated 
viewpoints, but did not necessarily do so by occupying elevated grounds. 
Calton Hill’s dual status as respite from the city and representation of the city reappears in 
large park landscapes in London, New York, and Paris. If at first it seemed coincidental that 
                                                
473 Oettermann, 1997, 47; see his footnotes 119 and 120. The difference between Otto’s and Oettermann’s comments 
suggests an avenue for further analysis of Friedrich’s works. Comment adds that Friedrich “considered making a 
panorama himself after a stay in the Riesengebirge,” 1999, 86. 
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Scotland’s first public park was the subject of the first panorama, these additional case studies 
show that the relationship between panoramic representation and park landscape persists 
throughout the nineteenth century. 
 
THE REGENT’S PARK, LONDON. Regent’s Park, constructed according to plans by John 
Nash (British, 1752-1835), is today one of London’s premier public open spaces (fig. 4.14).474 
Complex, ornate, beautifully maintained, and heavily visited by Londoners and tourists alike, the 
park anchors a complex of housing and urban infrastructure widely regarded as one of the 
earliest and most influential examples of the garden suburb. The park was part of a commercial 
development plan for expanding the existing city into its agrarian periphery. The plan organized 
residential development around a semi-public greenspace and incorporated an advanced system 
of canals.475 
Figures 4.15a-b show the plan of the park published in the 1829 Picturesque Guide to The 
Regent’s Park. Conceived as an exclusive residential enclave for “the wealthy and good,” the 
park itself was reserved for residents of the park-facing terrace-houses and the few villas as yet 
constructed (and also the moneyed carriage set, for whom certain drives were opened weekly). 
Six year later the park opened sections of the east side of the park to the public during two days 
of the week.476 Comparison of figures 4.14 and 4.15a shows that the park as it exists today is 
little changed in arrangement and density from its 1829 disposition. 
The Picturesque Guide to the Regent’s Park spends the first six-and-a-half of its 56 pages on 
introductory comments describing the process by which the site was developed from common 
forest to enclosed hunting land to farmland and finally into the Regent’s Park. It concludes, 
                                                
474 Stern, et al., 2013, 23. The park was known as “The Regent’s Park” when it was built. 
475 Ibid. See the authors’ footnote 18. 
476 Jackson, n.d., n.p., http://www.londongardenstrust.org/features/regents.htm, accessed July 9, 2017. 
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The mind cannot conceive any thing more hushed, more sylvan, more entirely removed from the slightest 
evidence of proximity to a town. Nothing is audible there, except the songs of birds and the rustling of leaves. 
Kensington Gardens, beautiful as they are, have no seclusion so perfect as this. We cannot recommend a better 
thing to such of our readers as have leisure, than a day spent in wandering amidst the union of stately objects 
and rural beauty which constitute the charm of Mary-le-bone Park.477 
The Guide then embarks on a twenty-two-page “TOUR OF THE PARK.” The fact that 
Regent’s Park is in fact inaccessible to the public is reflected not by any direct statement, but 
rather is registered by omission: this “tour of the park” does not include any image of the park, 
nor any direct references to the park. Rather, it describes a circuit around the park. This tour 
begins at Park Crescent and Park Square, which located at the southeast corner (this is the tab-
shaped protrusion seen at lower right in figures 4.14 – 4.15a) and proceeds in a counter-
clockwise circuit around the outer drive that faces assiduously away from the park and toward 
the terrace houses. The architectural façade formed by these banks of housing comprises an 
architectural wall that separates the Regent’s Park from the rest of the city and is the guide’s 
primary focus. The “tour” describes the terrace houses, one after another, for their architectural 
and structural interest. Occasionally, as in figure 4.15c, the illustrations include, at the lower left 
or right (depending on the cardinal direction of view enforced by the counter-clockwise circuit), 
a bare sliver of the fence that surrounds the park. This wrought-iron rail fence is not the only 
enclosure; in many places the fence is lined by a hedge along the interior. As the description 
approaches its circular completion, the last terrace houses are Chester Terrace and Cambridge 
Terrace (numbered 6 and 7 in the Guide’s frontispiece map, seen in my figures 4.15a-b). These 
in turn are succeeded by a pair of massive panoramic attractions: the Colosseum and the 
Diorama (numbered 3 and 5 in the same map). They, like the terrace houses, are described in 
detailed terms for their architectural interest. 
                                                
477 The Picturesque Guide, 1929, 7, offering the park’s historic name in a quotation from an earlier source. 
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Following the tour are two half-pages headed THE PARK, RING, AND LAKE and one page 
headed VILLAS. At the time of printing, only two of 56 planned villas had been constructed 
(only eight would ever be constructed, and only two remain in 2018). With this, the main text is 
complete. The guide contains three appendices: eight pages detail the interior and attractions of 
the Colosseum, three pages describe the Diorama, and fifteen pages discuss the Gardens of the 
Zoological Society. Whereas the text within the tour describes the Colosseum and Diorama for 
their architectural significance—the former was designed by rising architect Decimus Burton 
(English, 1800-1881), the latter by none other than John Nash himself—the appendices offer 
vivid description of the exhibitions these buildings contain. 
The 1829 Guide’s visual and textual orientation away from the park is reproduced in an 
aquatinted, accordion-folded “panorama” of Regent’s Park published just two years later (fig. 
4.16). Like the Guide, the focuses exclusively on the view looking away from Regent’s Park, 
toward the building façades across the roadway. This 360-degree view stands alone. It is not 
associated with any painted panorama; rather, its round shape is based on the shape of park. It 
simultaneously references the popular form of the round panorama and leaves that capacity 
latent: a viewer can connect the end to the beginning, thereby to prove that the extreme 
horizontal does indeed constitute a ring, but due to the fragility of paper at such elongated 
horizontal proportions, s/he is more likely to page through the accordion-folded leaves as one 
does with an ordinary book, or to lay the entire panorama flat.478 
For these reasons, the decision on the panorama publisher’s part to begin on the north side of 
the park, looking successively toward Harrow, Little Primrose Hill, Primrose Hill, Gloucester 
Gate and finally, Gloucester Terrace, represents a choice. In contrast, the six aquatints that 
                                                
478 The London Picture Archive does not provide the object’s dimensions, but figure 4.16a shows the panorama’s 
full proportions; at any size, its extreme elongation would make it nearly impossible to handle as a ring. 
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comprise the horizontal view drawn after Barker’s 360-degree panorama of Edinburgh from 
Calton Hill were issued separately on subscription. Their appearance as a horizontal whole in 
figure 4.9 reflects not the publisher’s decision to sequence them with this particular beginning 
point, but rather my own.479 The beginning plate can be removed to the end, and so on, thereby 
preserving the sequential order but placing the break—in an image that refers to a ring—
anywhere. 
Once we recognize that the artist or publisher of the 1831 accordion-folded panorama of 
Regent’s Park made a choice by determining where to place the break in the ring—that is, where 
to begin the linear, horizontal depiction of a circular site, and where to conclude it—then we can 
see that this extremely horizontal composition bears a rather obvious central architectural 
feature: the Colosseum. This edifice occupies the center of the composition (figs 4.16a and 
4.16h) and is visibly taller than any other architectural feature save for the twin steeples of St. 
Katharine’s Church and Hospital. 
In each case, a publication with “The Regent’s Park” in its title actually eschews description 
of the park’s landscape features. Instead, both the 1829 Guide and the 1831 panorama prioritize 
the Colosseum: the panorama by arranging a symmetrical composition around it, and the Guide 
by vividly detailing the variety, extent, and convincingness of the Colosseum’s virtual landscape 
features. The Guide does offer a few generalities in the introduction, but they emphasize 
absence, as for example in the park’s remove from the city’s sights, sounds, and affect. The park 
is presented as a kind of panorama, a remarkably convincing simulation of a sylvan retreat whose 
virtual effects are made possible by a surrounding, circular façade that is both visually interesting 
                                                
479 The aquatints in question were issued on subscription. The archive that holds them, Capital Collections 
(Edinburgh), does not indicate the order in which they were issued, nor does it represent them with a composite 
image demonstrating their contiguity. The order in which they have been combined to form the continuous 
horizontal view shown in figure 4.9 reflect my arbitrary decision as to where to begin and end.  
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and impervious to the sights and sounds of the bustling city beyond even as it makes the most of 
the available light and air. The Guide’s close descriptions of the Colosseum and Diorama 
contextualize the park’s position amid the currency of panoramic experience. 
The simple fact of the existence and success of London’s three panoramas—Barker’s 
panorama at Leicester Square, the panorama in the Strand, and the Colosseum—not to mention 
the vast array of panoramically-inflected popular media current at the time is enough to explain 
the 1829 Guide’s emphasis on the Colosseum’s landscape attractions and the printed panorama’s 
adoption of a popular vernacular for its depiction of a popular neighborhood.480 The mere fact 
that Regent’s Park is round, and contains successively more removed inner rounds is an 
insufficient basis for claiming affinity with a round medium of popular interest. In order to 
reflect on whether the panoramic medium bears real significance for understanding the park’s 
design, let us reflect on its early plans. 
Writing in 1977, British architectural historian Sir John Summerson (1904-1992) relates that 
Marylebone Park (soon to be renamed the Regent’s Park) was developed by a call for 
proposals.481 That the Duke of Portland’s lease on 554 acres near London would revert to the 
Crown in January 1811 was foreseen in 1793. This would present a prime opportunity for urban 
expansion in a time of London’s rapid growth. The Office of the Surveyor General of Land 
Revenue announced a competitive call for development proposals, but none were submitted. By 
1809, the Office of Land Revenue had been merged with the Office of Woods and Forests, and 
the respective architect teams of each—Thomas Leverton and Thomas Chawner from Land 
                                                
480 See Hyde, 1988, for an exhaustive catalog of the hundreds of panoramically-formatted objects and publications 
held in London’s Guildhall Library. 
481 Summerson, 1977, 56. 
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Revenue, and John Nash and James Morgan of Woods and Forests—were solicited for 
designs.482 
Leverton and Chawner offered two proposals, while Nash, working alone, submitted one. 
Figure 4.17 represents Nash’s first (March 1811) design for Marylebone Park. Although it was 
selected over Leverton and Chawner’s designs, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Spencer 
Perceval, required changes. His most significant request was removal of numerous villas Nash 
had proposed for the interior of the park. Nash would render a total of four plans, the fourth of 
which would be adopted. The second and third have been lost.483 Comparing Nash’s first and 
fourth designs separates the architect’s original impulses from the final plan that emerged after 
several rounds of input from the commissioners.  
Nash accompanied the March 1811 plan with a pair of very wide perspective watercolor 
views, each approximately seventeen feet wide by about twelve inches in height.484 In his 
accompanying report, he described them as “a view of the Park from the main circular Road and 
one of the inner Park from the circular road round the double circus.”485 The latter (fig. 4.18b) 
                                                
482 Ibid., 56-7. 
483 Ibid., 56. Summerson explains that the March 1811 plan “is the earliest known version of Nash’s design for the 
park, but in spite of its obvious importance has never been adequately published or described. Its interest is 
enhanced by the fact that it is the only plan which relates to the two well-known scenic panoramas, also now in the 
PRO [Public Record Office]. Of these, only small sections have hitherto been reproduced, It therefore seems worth 
while to bring the three drawings together here, reproducing both panoramas in extenso.”  He adds, He adds, “the 
importance of the ‘March 1811’ plan is, of course, that it antedates Spencer Perceval’s recommendation to eliminate 
some of the buildings. It also antedates the commissioners’ strictures on the route to be taken by the canal. It is, so 
far as we can judge, Nash’s original conception and, as such, has much to tell us,” 57. 
484 Ibid., 59. Nash calls them “views”; Summerson refers to them as “panoramas.” Summerson’s 1977 article 
reproduces the panoramas as a series of separate detail views but does not show either panorama in its entirety. As 
with the Calton Hill aquatints and the Regent’s Park accordion-folded aquatint, I have recreated Nash’s panoramas 
by digitally collating available photography of individual sections in order to reproduce the effect of the Nash’s 
originals. 
485 Ibid., 59, citing “Commissioners of Woods, Forests & Land Revenues, 1st Report (1812), App 12B, p. 87.” 
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bears the hand inscription “Marybone [sic] Park / Perspective View / from the / Double Circus / 
in the Centre of the Park / by / Mr. Nash.”486 The former bears no inscription. 
Prior to the panorama’s invention, numerous artists produced extensive horizontal views of 
urban and landscape subjects. For example, numerous seventeenth-century views of London held 
in the London Picture Archive have been tagged “panoramic,” a word that had not been coined at 
the time of their production but nevertheless accurately reflects their expansive horizontal 
proportions. Nash’s views are different. Although the pair of book-height, accordion-folded 
watercolors look similar to one another, pictorial differences emerge when they are compared 
with Nash’s plan. Panorama B (fig. 4.18b), which shows a view of the park from the perimeter of 
the double circus, begins at the westernmost point on the ring and proceeds clockwise. Its 
radiating views correspond with the information shown in the plan. Panorama A (fig. 4.18a) is 
harder to reconcile with the plan.487 Although Nash states that it is taken from the curved road, 
and close examination suggests these are views from a stretch of road located on the north side 
of the park, the elements contained within its views do not correspond clearly with the plan. 
Whereas Panorama B is effective at describing the view from a circular feature, Panorama A is 
spatially garbled precisely because it attempts to treat a linear subject in the vernacular of round 
media. 
Nash’s panoramas suggest a clear awareness of the media phenomenon that had been 
invented 24 years earlier. Nowhere was the panorama more popular than in London, the site of 
Barker’s rotunda.488 489 Nash appears to have adopted the panoramic format for the express 
                                                
486 Ibid. Summerson reverses the order of the panoramas; he refers 1st to the one with the hand inscription as 
“panorama A.” I have chosen instead to describe them in accordance with the order in which Nash mentions them in 
the March 1811 report. That is, Nash mentions the “view from the main circular road” first, so I refer to it as 
panorama A.  
487 Summerson notes that “a high degree of improvisation must be accepted,” 60. 
488 Moving panoramas were an even newer phenomenon, having gained popularity during in the first decade of the 
nineteenth century, within a decade of Nash’s renderings. Does “Panorama B” (Fig. 3.18b) constitute a misuse of the 
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purpose of arguing for the viability of a plan that sought to maximize revenues to the crown by 
filling the park with residences yet simultaneously meeting the charge to retain the park-like 
character of the site. The dotted areas in Nash’s plan indicate the proposed building sites, a 
complex of buildings set among streets, squares, and circles, much like Bath or St. John’s 
Wood.490 He used the panoramic format to argue that his design strategy would make the 
remaining space seem bigger than it was, and thus that it would produce the effect of a 
picturesque Elysium despite the density of the building plan. 
Nash’s panoramic case was rejected: in the course of three succeeding drafts, the building 
allotments were scaled drastically back and the park was developed in a rural vernacular. But if 
his panoramically-formatted watercolors were intended to “sell” the first iteration of his plan for 
Marylebone Park by proposing virtual landscape effects; and if Summerson’s 1977 case is based 
on his own familiarity (if unspoken) with the workings of round panoramas; and finally if, as we 
have already seen, panoramic media were ascendant at the time Nash made his proposal—indeed 
Nash would design the façade of the Diorama at Regent’s Park just a few years later—then it is 
reasonable to conclude that Nash’s first plan for the park was conceived with the panorama’s 
capacity to shape space in mind.  
Nash probably did not render the panoramic watercolors himself. Summerson theorizes that 
they are by the hand of the landscape gardener George Stanley Repton (English, d. 1858), son of 
                                                                                                                                                       
round format, as Summerson suggests? Or is it better understood as a reference to a moving panorama? The 
mechanics of circular and moving panoramas are very different from one another. A circular panorama is still; 
viewers “enter it,” inhabiting the space at its center, and it is their circulation within that space – its confinement 
notwithstanding - that mixes with visual experience to produce panoramic sensation. In contrast, a moving panorama 
supplies all the motion for viewers who sit still on benches or in straight-backed chairs to witness the spectacle as it 
unfolds. In this format, time is controlled by a showman and his assistants, who work in tandem to move the scrolled 
painting, narrate the scenes, and manipulate lighting and sound effects. As such the moving panorama is a theatrical 
presentation, and has been described as a critical link in the development of mass media, film being the most 
obvious descendant. See Griffiths, 2008 and Huhtamo, 2013. 
489 Summerson’s comments do suggest that he may be familiar with the workings of round panoramas. For example, 
he writes, “the composition of a panorama looking inward from the perimeter of an area is a more or less impossible 
exercise.” Ibid., 59. Italics are Summerson’s. 
490 Ibid., 57. 
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the landscape designer Humphrey Repton (English, 1752-1818), who was employed in Nash’s 
office at the time.491 Two of Humphrey Repton’s sons worked in Nash’s office, and indeed, the 
merging of Reptonian Picturesque landscape with Nash’s Regency period Neoclassicism was a 
key motivator of the nineteenth-century rus in urbe mode of urban planning.492 The movable 
flaps Humphrey Repton used to create interactive before-and-after landscape impressions in the 
“Red Books” he prepared for estate clients constitute a plausible precedent for the younger 
Repton’s use of another interactive device to explain Nash’s plans. 
Whether the panoramas reflect Nash’s impulses or Repton’s, they delivered views 
specifically related to the circular features of his plan. They appear to be clearly informed by the 
currency of panoramic media, and certainly emerged in a media culture saturated with such 
media. As such, I regard this case as the first use of specifically-panoramic media to clarify a 
landscape proposal. That is, this use is motivated by the workings of the round panorama and the 
many related media devices that emerged alongside it. By the word “panoramic” I refer to the 
medium and the context in which that word was coined. 
With this pair of panoramic iterations of his corresponding plans and perspectives, Nash 
argued that despite the extensive buildings he proposed, the landscape would retain a sense of 
picturesque openness and extent.493 But although Summerson has carefully described the 
panoramas’ relationship to Nash’s plan, his 1977 article has been cited only three times, and 
none of the citing publications mention the panoramic drawings.494 Summerson’s subtle 
references to the drawings’ relationship to round panorama are likely lost on audiences 
unfamiliar with the word’s origins or the medium’s period influence. 
                                                
491 Ibid., 59. 
492 Taylor, 1973, 433; Batey, 1994, 127-8. 
493 Summerson, 1977. 
494 As of July 2017, per Google Scholar. 
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The impact of Nash’s awareness of panoramic media and panoramic experience on the built 
form of Regent’s Park merits further investigation. For the purposes of the present study, it is 
enough to recognize that the celebrated architect of Regent’s Park (and his assistant) were aware 
of panoramic media and sufficiently convinced of its efficacy to attempt to use its conventions to 
persuade an audience of the merits of a design that mediated between urban and rural by 
controlling sight lines inside a space defined by immersion in a nested circular order. By 
appropriating the format of the horizontally-formatted elevations or “keys” commonly used at 
that time to annotate the views offered inside panorama rotundas, Nash likened Regent’s Park to 
a panorama. 
Regent’s Park represents an early expression of the large parks movement’s objectives. By 
midcentury, large park design was an important component of urban planning in the United 
States. In the case of New York, we will find that the notion of seeing the whole city through its 
parks found panoramic expression in the vernacular of the other format for panoramic keys, the 
stereographic diagram. 
 
BACHMANN’S NEW YORK STEREOGRAPHIC. The importance of panoramic media for 
shaping awareness of park landscapes in the United States is registered in a pair of unusual 
bird’s-eye views of Manhattan by John Bachmann (Swiss, 1814-1896). An influential mid-
century lithographer of urban views, Bachmann was the first to represent U.S. cities in bird’s-eye 
perspective. His prints, which almost always foreground new public parklands, were key to the 
project of teaching citizens how to perceive and understand rapidly-developing cities. His 
circular New-York & Environs, 1859, has long been treated as a mysterious outlier among the 
otherwise rectangular views that define his oeuvre. But the print had graphic precedents in the 
stereographic keys that accompanied round panorama paintings throughout the nineteenth 
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century. Close examination of his earlier print, The Empire City, 1855, confirms that the 1859 
work was inspired at least in part by new technologies for panoramic urban vision. 
By 1830, when the word “panorama” was used prolifically in the titles of print publications, 
it was a sign of the comprehensive character of the work (the equivalent of “encyclopedic,” but 
with a visual emphasis.) Soon, it was applied to a genre of popular print image that combined the 
functions of map and painting. Elevated, lithographed overviews of urban areas were key to the 
nineteenth-century project of teaching middle class citizens how to see and value rapidly 
changing cities.495 American bird’s-eye views took two general forms: views from the heights, 
and aerial perspectives.496 In contrast with early nineteenth-century aquatints that rendered the 
dangers of industrialization as seen from a distance, the lithographed views from the heights that 
emerged around 1840 reflected increasing popular acceptance of urbanization (fig. 4.19). They 
glossed rapidly-industrializing communities with picturesque sensibilities by incorporating 
painterly conventions such as the placement of trees at left and right to enframe the view and the 
inclusion of a foreground populated by figures who share the viewer’s privileged perspective.497 
These pictorial devices idealized cities and softened their edges with nostalgia in the years 
leading up to the Civil War. 
Aerial perspective views proliferated during the industrialization that followed the war (fig. 
4.20). These bird’s-eyes celebrated the city’s multiplying complexity by adopting viewpoints 
untethered from the ground and otherwise unattainable by ordinary citizens. This format allowed 
                                                
495 See Deming, 2000; Hébert, 1984; and Reps, 1984, who notes that bird’s-eye views should be understood as 
“flattering, carefully posed, and retouched portraits rather than as completely candid records of reality,” 70. Evans, 
2011, adds that Reps’s “empirical studies are an important contribution to the field, but he does not address in depth 
the function of bird’s-eye views beyond issues of civic pride and increasing nationalism in the context of centennial 
celebrations in the United States,” 16. My concern is with the ways of seeing that these prints evince—not with the 
veracity of their visual data. 
496 Reps, 1984, 3. 
497 Deming, 2000, 114. She describes these pictorial devices with the art historical term repoussoir and coulisse. 
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for a map-like distribution of architectural and topographic features.498  Such images were 
panoramic in scope, yet still much easier to apprehend and digest than were the rapidly changing 
cities themselves.499 New York, Philadelphia, and Boston, as the fastest-growing U.S. cities, 
were the first to be represented in this way.500  John Bachmann, one of the most artful and 
influential lithographers of bird’s-eye views in the period, was the first producer of major aerial-
perspectives in the United States.501 By the time he arrived in New York in about 1848 he had 
already traveled through Europe to produce numerous urban European views.502 
His 1849 lithograph of Union Square, New-York, the first aerial perspective of that city, is 
drawn from an imagined vantage point high overhead (fig. 4.21). The oval park grounds the 
image as sightlines drive toward the busy port at the southern tip of Manhattan. The composition 
orchestrates a set of features that place the city on a par with European capitals: sites for 
fashionable residences border the park as Union Square’s enormous fountain symbolizes the new 
Croton Aqueduct’s capacity to supply a rapidly expanding citizenry with clean water. Maritime 
activity connects the city with ports across the Atlantic.503 The view establishes what one scholar 
identifies as Bachmann’s artistic signature: the foregrounding of his bird’s-eye views of urban 
centers with newly-designed parks and public works.504 
In 1855, Bachmann produced an image that reverses the directionality of this view but 
echoes its emphasis on public green space (fig. 4.22). Instead of looking south from Union 
Square, The Empire City, Birdseye View of New York and Environs looks north from an 
imagined aerial position south of Manhattan. Governor’s Island and Battery Park function as 
                                                
498 Ibid. 
499 Ibid, 113. 
500 Ibid, 115. 
501 Reps, 1984, 160-161. 
502 Kinney, 1. 
503 Ibid., 3. 
504 Deming, 2000, 112. 
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lushly-colored visual gateways to the urban fabric. The view emphasizes the complexity, density, 
and extent of the city; familiar landmarks are subsumed into a dynamic whole that is animated by 
conveyances of every sort and numerous smokestacks. 
Four years later, Bachmann produced a view from approximately the same location and 
direction of view yet radically different in its perspectival construction (fig. 4.23). New-York & 
Environs, 1859 is unique among his works: circular in format, a complex of sightlines emanate 
from the southern shore of Governor’s Island. The print’s main, northward orientation is 
established by the position of title and publishing data at top and bottom to correspond with the 
cardinal directions north and south. The shores of the Hudson and East Rivers converge with 
perspectival precision. Broadway cuts a wide swath from Battery Park and Castle Clinton into 
the northern reaches of the island, driving the eye toward the title. This orientation is weighted 
by placing the perspectival anchor point not on center but two thirds of the way down, closer to 
the publisher’s imprint. But even as the image echoes the 1855 view in its orientation, it also 
looks in every other direction: this print is designed to be rotated to produce a bird’s eye 
perspective in 360 degrees. Directional place-names are printed around the periphery. Structures 
rise from the ground plane and recede toward the panoply of vanishing points that radiate from 
the low center point. 
New-York & Environs is treated as an outlier in the literature on Bachmann’s work. John 
Reps lists it in Views and Viewmakers of Urban America, but he offers no reproduction or 
commentary.505 This is the only work that necessitates use of the word “diameter” as a descriptor 
                                                
505 Reps, 1984, 419. Catalog records 2683 and 2691. Reps catalogs two round Bachmann prints. The second, issued 
in 1861, bears the same title; is 20 1/4” in diameter; is published by Bachmann at No. 115 Nassau Street (whereas 
the 1859 version is listed at 73 Nassau St.); and the artist is not given. Kinney indicates there are two versions 
besides the one I have reproduced, each bearing the same title: the one above, held by the New-York Historical 
Society, and another 1859 version, held by the Museum of the City of New York. These are likely different editions 
printed from the same stone. 
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in Reps’s 4,400-item compendium, which indicates the print’s uniqueness among lithographed 
urban views in the United States: it is the only round print, while all the rest are rectangular.506 
Richard Plunz reproduces it with the caption “globalized panorama,” but he makes no reference 
to it in his text.507 Hannah Kinney describes it as a “fish-eye distortion” that “makes New York 
appear at the center of the world.”508 In putting it thus, she echoes Bergmann’s 1985 assessment 
of the print as, 
the most extraordinary of views of New York during the period. Here is the horizontal bird’s-eye gone fish-
eye—the artist imagining a view that did not become technologically available until the invention of the fish-
eye photographic lens some 100 years later. New York is now not simply a landscape by itself, filling up an 
otherwise blank world: it is the world itself.509  
In order to characterize this as a persistent graphic strategy, Bergmann invokes Saul 
Steinberg’s iconic, parodic 1976 New Yorker cover portraying Manhattan as the only place that 
matters on the globe (fig. 4.24).510 Another scholar amplifies the Steinberg reference by 
describing Bachmann’s “most impressive antebellum view of Manhattan,” imputing to it the 
artist’s “artful distort[ion of] the landmass of the island to resemble the shape of North and South 
America, configuring New Jersey, to the west, as Asia and, to the east, Brooklyn and Queens as 
Europe and Africa. In Bachmann’s image New York City looms at the center of the world.”511 
This interpretation seems to me to stretch credibility—at best, it is an abstract interpretation of 
Bachmann’s composition—but it nevertheless corroborates an emerging pattern: when the print 
is mentioned at all, it is taken as an assertion of New York’s national and global centrality, its 
                                                
506 Bachmann produced an oval view of “Bird’s Eye View of New York and Environs” in 1865. It too is unusual; 
this is the only oval print in Reps’s catalogue. Its perspective is basically the same as the artist’s rectangular views. 
See Reps, 1984, 419. Held in the collection of the Museum of the City of New York, J. Clarence Davies Collection. 
29.100.2028. 
507 Plunz, 2002, 54. 
508 Kinney, 2014, 8. 
509 Bergmann, 1985, 128. Kinney does not cite Bergmann. 
510 Bergmann, 1985, 128. 
511 Davis, 2000, 221. See his footnote 125, which refers to Hyde’s Panoramania (1988) and Oettermann’s The 
Panorama (1997). Neither scholar addresses this image; nor does either source refer to Bachmann’s work. I regard 
Davis’s comparison of the landforms with the continents as a reach. 
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formatting blithely glossed as the lithographer’s original impulse in the service of a grand, yet 
obvious, idea. But exactly how might Bachmann have arrived at this format? 
It is tempting to imagine that he invented the format himself. Bachmann was a highly skilled 
draftsman, and all his views combine direct observation with systematic projection. Panoramic 
mapmakers would typically begin by developing a perspectival view of the street pattern. Actual 
elevated vantage points were unnecessary: perspective could be invented by studying existing 
maps, and artists knew which liberties to take with scale. The next step was to walk the streets 
making drawings and measurements of all the visible buildings and landmarks. Back at the 
drafting table, these objects could be added by plotting their footprints and then raising their 
angles according to one or another system of 3D projection.512 But comparison of this view with 
another class of round images suggests Bachmann was informed by another tradition. As we 
have seen, immersive round panoramas required interpretive keys to serve as viewing aids, proof 
of accuracy and authenticity, and souvenirs.513 They came in two forms: wide horizontal images, 
which functioned much like elevations, and stereographic diagrams, such as Barker’s 
stereographic of Calton Hill (fig. 4.10). Beginning in the 1790s, the majority of keys to round 
panoramas were drawn in stereographic projection, a term distinct from stereogram, or 
stereoscope. 
Stereographic refers to the geometric projection of a spherical object (in this case, a view) 
onto a flat picture plane.514 Stereographic panorama keys synthesize orthographic and 
perspectival projection in order to create a round diagram that can be read in 360 degrees. 
Panorama visitors would find the key folded into a printed exhibition guide that came with the 
                                                
512 Hébert, 1984, 3. 
513 See Oleksijczuk’s Chapter 5, “The Keys to Panoramas,” 2011, 127-171. 
514 The view itself is reified as an object. Here again we see the object-world argument, as per Heidegger and 
Mitchell. 
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price of admission. Unfolded, the labeled diagram could be held in the hand and matched with 
the view while turning on the spot or walking the perimeter of the viewing platform. After 
leaving the exhibition, the key provided a direct link to the memory of an uncannily lifelike 
virtual experience of an otherwise inaccessible place or time. 
Bachmann was surely familiar not only with panoramas and panorama keys, but also with 
several more elaborate prints which drew on these methods to produce urban views from iconic 
architectural vantage points. Carl August Richter (German, 1770-1848) engraved Dresden in 
stereographic projection from the dome of the Frauenkirche in 1824 (fig. 4.25). Gabriel Moritz 
(German, active ca. 1830-1850) rendered a stereographic of Zittau from the tower of 
Johanniskirche in 1830 (fig. 4.26). An unknown draftsman rendered a detailed stereographic 
aquatint of London from St. Paul’s Cathedral dome in 1845 (fig. 4.27). 
These prints were ends in themselves, since none of them functions as the interpretive guide 
to a panorama, but it must be noted that numerous panoramas were shown in London and 
Dresden, and therefore audiences in both cities were well-prepared to appreciate images 
formatted in the same manner as the keys to those popular attractions. Bachmann’s Swiss origins 
and his experience working across Europe as cartographer would surely have acquainted him 
with such works. But if the London and Dresden views establish a precedent for Bachmann’s 
New York stereographic, the radical height of his image remains unexplained. Neither panorama 
keys nor the views from church towers adopt such exaggeratedly vertical viewpoints. 
Bachmann’s earlier 1855 view offers a clue that may addresses the height of the round view. 
Although the round lithograph is the obvious outlier among the rectangular compositions 
comprising his oeuvre, the 1855 print also departs from that format, if less overtly so: its upper 
edge is curved, and in the sky contained by that curve is a curious object (fig. 4.22). Closer 
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inspection reveals a boat-shaped flying machine with wheels, sails, and three flags—one, clearly 
American (fig. 4.28).515 516 This was not necessarily a purely fantastic element. Davis speculates 
that Bachmann may have had in mind Honoré Daumier’s (French, 1808-1879) lithographic print 
showing the French photographer Nadar soaring over Paris in a hot-air balloon (1863) when he 
inserted a flying machine into the “sky-high view” (fig. 4.29).517 But Nadar’s first flight 
postdates Bachmann’s work by three years, and in any case Daumier’s cartoon was published 
seven years after Bachmann’s print.518  
Perhaps Bachmann was inspired by events closer to home. On October 29, 1850, the New 
York Daily Tribune ran a small advertisement (fig. 4.30): 
Capt. John Taggart’s FLYING MACHINE!! GREAT EXCITEMENT—Navigating the Air! New Invention!! 
Capt. Taggart will ascend on WEDNESDAY, Oct. 30, at THREE O’CLOCK, P.M., at the THATCHED 
COTTAGE GARDEN, Jersey City, and will pass over the City in different directions, and will convince every 
beholder that he can Navigate the AIR, as well as the water, and will Light as easy and as safe as a Man can sit 
down in his Parlor.519 
According to an 1850 issue of Scientific American, Taggart had already piloted this device in 
a one-and-a-half hour, 75-mile controlled flight across Massachusetts a few weeks earlier.520 
Newspaper articles describe the flying machine as a combination of gas balloon (or balloons) 
with a navigational apparatus consisting of propeller-like wings and a rudder. This device could 
carry 1000 pounds in addition to its own weight. After several unsuccessful launch attempts on 
October 30, one of which landed the contraption in the canal near the launch site, the machine 
escaped its moorings and floated away, unmanned. The gathered crowd got what it had paid 
                                                
515 The significance of the other two flags is not yet clear to me. 
516 The NYPL holds a print which is the same plate, size, and publisher, but without the birds or flying machine. 
517 Davis, 2000, 221. 
518 See Daumier’s “Nadar élevant la Photographie à la hauteur de l’Art,” published in Le Boulevard on May 25, 
1862. The print itself was rendered in 1861—six years after Bachmann’s print. Nadar’s first hot air balloon 
photography flight was in 1858, three years after Bachmann’s print. 
519 Ignasher, 2016, n.p., http://www.newenglandaviationhistory.com/captain-john-taggarts-flying-machine-1850/. 
520 “Capt. Taggart’s Flying Machine,” 1850, 340. 
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for—the sight of the craft’s flight—as it floated for hours over much of Manhattan and Long 
Island before eventually coming to rest (and subsequently burning) near Huntington.521 
Taggart’s claim that his craft could navigate water as well as air may explain how it could 
fall into the canal, be retrieved, and subsequently be successfully launched all on the same 
day.522 Perhaps it is this event or one like it that inspires the boat-shaped object hovering over 
Governor’s Island and Battery Park in Bachmann’s 1855 View (fig. 4.22).The machine flies well 
above the horizon level, which is to say well above the point from which the view’s perspective 
is constructed, its position matching the point from which the 1859 stereographic is rendered. 
Bachmann produced many bird’s-eye views of Manhattan, but only this one contains an element 
that marks the approximate viewing position of his stereographic. 
We might ask why Bachmann made only one stereographic. Reps catalogs two editions of 
the print, and there may have been a third, which suggests it was successful. But if audiences 
appreciated it, why didn’t Bachmann produce other views in this manner? Perhaps Bachmann’s 
decision not to continue working in the stereographic format reflects issues of context and 
presentation. Stereographic guides to panoramas were printed cheaply and intended to be held in 
the hand and rotated in order to explore their continuous views. Lithographed city views, on the 
other hand, were semi-valuable objects displayed on the wall and consumed with the eye. 
Without handling Bachmann’s stereographic, it is difficult, if not impossible, to engage its many 
perspectives. Viewed on a wall, its capacities remain latent, if not downright confusing. 
Bachmann’s New-York & Environs encapsulates the idea of viewing the city’s constituent 
parts and its hinterland all at once. It accomplishes this in the vernacular of panoramic media. 
Bachmann’s later lithographs focus directly on Central Park, asserting that place as an immersive 
                                                
521 Ignasher, 2016, n.p., http://www.newenglandaviationhistory.com/captain-john-taggarts-flying-machine-1850/. 
522 I have not located any images of Taggart’s machine. Scientific American’s 1850 account is unillustrated. 
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whole in and of itself and thereby reversing the inside/outside dialectic of city and country.523 
This mirrors the reversal inhering in the medium of the panorama, which urbanites enter from the 
street only to step “out” again onto a platform overlooking another place entirely. 
Message and Johnston examine the overlaps between class reform and colonization that 
coalesce as imperial discourses in London’s Great Exhibition of 1851 the first world’s fair. They 
argue that encapsulating the “world” within the city simultaneously legitimates diversity and 
contributes to an explicitly racial and exoticizing reconfiguration of the city. Neither they nor 
any of the other authors of the 2008 book in which their essay appears address the stereographic 
cartoon which appears on that book’s cover: George Cruikshank’s rendering of All the World 
Going to See the Great Exhibition of 1851 (fig. 4.31). This cartoon was published in Cruikshank 
and Mayhew’s 1851 satire entitled 1851: Or, the Adventures of Mr. and Mrs. Sandboys and 
Family Who Came to London to “Enjoy Themselves” and to See the Great Exhibition. The 
image simultaneously claims that the fair dominates the globe and that it incorporates all the 
peoples of the globe (fig. 4.32). If Cruikshank and Mayhew appear to be prescient in recognizing 
that the virtual travel afforded by the world exhibitions will have the effect of reshaping the 
globe, it is in fact the case that the panorama had already established and popularized that 
sensation. That their case is rendered in the form of a stereographic key to a panorama illustrates 
the closeness of panoramic media to the sensations wrought at the fair. 
Strategies for seeing the city at a glance were deployed on a scale an order of magnitude 
larger in the case of planning New York’s Central Park the 1850s. Central Park’s significance for 
the large parks movement has been well-documented.524 That such an engineered landscape 
would eventually be misunderstood as an authentic remnant of the pre-industrial natural 
                                                
523 See Bachmann’s 1865 prints of Central Park in summer and winter. Summer includes a tethered passenger 
balloon in the view, but this doesn’t correspond with any effort to present a view from such a vantage point. 
524 Cranz, 1982; Rogers, 2001; Rosenzweig and Blackmar, 1992; Schuyler, 1986. 
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landscape obscures the enduringly-accessible legacy of large parks as panoramic devices. 
Recognizing the popular, pictorial underpinnings of the spatial relationships such landscapes 
deploy elucidates the mediated, period construction of the natural.525 
Identifying Bachmann’s circular bird’s-eye view of New York as a stereographic 
demonstrates the influence of panoramic media on the perception of an urban landscape 
distinguished by new public park lands. This prepares the way for considering the large parks 
and and park systems that emerged in the mid- to late-nineteenth century functioned as life-sized 
devices for understanding the complex urban whole as an enframed, picturesque entity, and that, 
as such, they constitute the grounded, immersive instantiation of panoramic overviews. Paris is 
important for this argument because its parks and boulevard system inspired American planners 
to use panoramic visual perspectives in their own park plans.  
 
ALPHAND’S PANORAMIC PROMENADES. By the mid-nineteenth century, the word 
“panorama” was used to refer both to immersive popular media that produced landscape-based 
virtual-reality effects, and to actual landscape sites that afforded totalizing views. We have seen 
that London developed Regent’s Park, a former estate property, in order to organize early 
nineteenth-century suburban development, and that by midcentury, designed greenspaces were 
widely used tools for not only for organizing urban growth but also for representing and 
extolling such growth. The midcentury proliferation of bird’s-eye views of New York and 
Boston registers the popular appetite for seeing the burgeoning North American urban complex 
at a glance. Paris’s park-and-parkway system plays an important role in this analysis of the 
continuity between panoramic experience and landscape design. 
                                                
525 See Braddock and Irmscher, 2009; Beardsley, 2007; Braddock, 2015; Cronon, 1996; Lister, 2016. 
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The park and boulevard designs of Adolphe Alphand (French, 1817-1891) participate in the 
renovation of Paris effected by the administration of Napoleon III between 1853 and 1870. As I 
will show, deploying a park system within a network of broad, radiating boulevards produced a 
modality of seeing the city as a whole. Working as a key member of the civil engineering team 
of Baron Georges-Eugéne Haussmann (French, 1809-1891), Alphand designed a system of parks 
connected by a network of park-like boulevards that together served to naturalize the 
reengineered urban fabric. The plan married art with engineering and the old with the new, 
implying that even as medieval neighborhoods were razed and the city expanded into its 
hinterland, the lost relations of city and country could be fabricated anew. 
Four large, naturalistic city parks marked the four cardinal directions in a network of 
greenways that enabled flows across and around the city. This network is charted and detailed in 
Alphand’s Les Promenades de Paris, a monumental publication that functioned as a spectacular 
administrative guide to a complex new landscape that prioritized opportunities for seeing the 
whole city. The old city had been completely renovated according to the logic of visible 
movement. Panoramic experience played a key role in this logic: parks and park features were 
designed to produce vantage points from which citizens could simultaneously see the new flows 
and be reassured that they sprang from the old order of things. 
If immersive spectacles made it possible to be in two places at once—the city and the 
country, the past and the present—then questions of authenticity and national identity could be 
answered by the convincingness of a complex of immersive and panoramic experiences. Walter 
Benjamin’s writings on the Parisian arcades indicate that the relationship between the panorama 
and the built urban environment was well-established by the beginning of the Second Empire 
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renovation. He quotes a mid-nineteenth-century Illustrated Guide to Paris that succinctly 
describes the arcades, constructed between 1822 and 1837: 
These arcades, a recent invention of industrial luxury, are glass-roofed, marble-paneled corridors extending 
through whole blocks of buildings, whose owners have joined together for such enterprises. Lining both sides of 
these corridors, which get their light from above, are the most elegant shops, so that the passage is a city, a 
world in miniature.526 
Describing the arcades as a “world in miniature” suggests that they are analogous in their 
scalar character to the relations between panorama and world, a point which Benjamin himself 
makes. After cataloging the conditions in which the arcades emerged (amid the proliferation of 
the textile trade, the advent of iron construction, and the collective unconscious of “wish images” 
in which the new is permeated by the old), he reflects on François Fourier’s (French, 1772-1837) 
conception of utopia and then to panoramic media. Unswe the heading “Daguerre, or the 
Panoramas,” Benjamin explains that just as architecture “outgrows” art with the emergence of 
iron construction, so painting has outgrown art with the emergence of the panorama. Arcades 
emerge just as panoramas reach the height of their influence: 
The high point in the diffusion of panoramas coincides with the introduction of arcades. One sought tirelessly, 
through technical devices, to make panoramas the scenes of a perfect imitation of nature. An attempt was made 
to reproduce the changing daylight in the landscape, the rising of the moon, the rush of waterfalls. [Jacques 
Louis] David counsels his pupils to draw from nature as it is shown in panoramas. In their attempt to produce 
deceptively lifelike changes in represented nature, the panoramas prepare the way not only for photography but 
for [silent] film and sound film.527 
The Paris arcades were defined by glass and iron roofs that enclosed the streets yet left them 
effectively “outdoors.” They were structurally consonant with the glass and iron roofs so integral 
                                                
526 Benjamin, 1999, 3. These words are quoted from an Illustrated Guide to Paris. Benjamin indicates that this is a 
nineteenth-century source, but he does not provide a date or publisher. 
527 Ibid., 5. Brackets are added by the posthumous volume’s editors. This is the Exposé of 1935; Benjamin excises 
the reference to panoramas in the reworked Exposé of 1939. This change reminds us of Wordsworth’s removal of 
specific reference to Calton Hill in the 1850 reworking of his earlier 1807 comments on panoramas in his Prelude. I 
read these changes as an index of the panorama’s ephemeral nature—the view of offer always changing, combined 
with the medium’s proliferation in ever-new spinoff forms that render preceding iterations obsolete. 
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to producing the panorama’s effects. The arcades were spatially linked to the panorama in the 
case of the arcade known as le Passage de Panoramas, which communicated the Palais Royale 
with the Rue des Panoramas, where the American inventor Robert Fulton’s (1765-1815) two 
rotundas offered views of famous cities—Paris, Toulon, Rome, Jerusalem, and others.528 
From panoramas, Benjamin turns his attention to panoramic references in literature; then he 
addresses that larger iteration of immersive virtual experience, the world exhibitions. Following 
his Exposé, in which the preceding comments are related, appear the Convolutes—lettered, 
topical meditations nineteenth-century French culture understood through the lens of Paris.529 
Section Q, Panorama contains 53 topical research fragments.530 Benjamin establishes the 
panorama as a relative of the arcades that define—so he argues—early nineteenth-century Paris. 
The logic of the panorama, and of immersive media more generally, informed the 
development of Paris’s urban infrastructure as the “Haussmannization” of the city unfolded. 
Alphand’s voluminous publication, Les Promenades de Paris (1867-1873), displays a variety of 
panoramic tendencies. These coalesce in the visuality experiences afforded by the feats of 
engineering he effected with his deisgn of Parc des Buttes Chaumont. 
Alphand’s work on Paris’s parks and boulevards unfolded in a specific historical context. 
The French Revolution (1789-99) had overthrown the monarchy, established a republic, and 
produced the dictatorship of the first Napoleon, Napoleon Bonaparte (French, 1769-1821). He 
reigned as Emperor of France from 1804 to 1815, during which period he led the Napoleonic 
Wars, largely a success for France. The Second Republic emerged at mid-century in the 
aftermath of the French Revolution of 1848 (also known as the February Revolution) that 
overthrew King Louis Phillippe (1773-1850, ruled 1830-1848). This was followed months later 
                                                
528 Friedberg, 2013 [2003], 409. 
529 Published posthumously, the sequencing of Benjamin’s Convolutes represents the judgment of the editors. 
530 Benjamin, 1999, 527-536. 
 198 
by the June Days Uprising, in which workers rebelled against Second Republic conservatism. 
Although the rebellion was not immediately fruitful, in December of that year, Napoleon I’s 
nephew, Louis Napoleon Bonaparte (1808-1873) was elected President of the Second Republic 
with the support of the workers. In 1851, President Napoleon suspended the elected assembly 
and established the Second Empire, at which point he became the Emperor, Napoleon III. 
From 1848-1870, Napoleon III oversaw the renovation of Paris with an eye to securing 
power by recasting the very shape of civic space. He and his engineers replaced complexes of 
tightly and irregularly spaced medieval structures with broad, highly visible thoroughfares and 
regularized buildings in order, in part, to forestall the barricades that had abetted the citizen 
uprisings of the mid-century and to allow circulation of goods and resources through well-
designed conduits that would serve the state’s economic interests. To accomplish this, Napoleon 
III installed the engineer “Baron” Georges-Eugène Haussmann (French, 1809-1891) as prefect of 
the Department of the Seine. 
Haussmann was adept at using legal means to condemn and appropriate private property and 
manipulate debt financing, justifying the move by the consequent increase in property values and 
tax revenues. 531 Napoleon and Haussmann New technologies shaped the flows of water, sewage, 
trains, carriages, and pedestrians; the term urbanisme was coined to indicate an institutionalized 
and rational approach to planning city infrastructure. Spectacle and movement were the 
watchwords; architecture, civil engineering, and urban planning were the means of enacting 
them. Streets were straightened and widened; monuments were highlighted; new construction 
followed on the Neoclassical template established by Napoleon I. The decorative features of 
medieval edifices were retained even as they were structurally gutted. This vocabulary enabled 
                                                
531 Hutter, 2016, 184. See also Kostoff, 1982. 
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the appearance of continuity with history even as new methods and materials were deployed 
throughout Paris.532 
Haussmann hired Adolphe Alphand to oversee the design and construction of new parks, 
promenades, and squares. Alphand developed a pair of hunting parks that lay beyond the outer 
ring of boulevards, the Bois de Boulogne to the west and the Bois de Vincennes to the east. The 
former was programmed for use by the wealthy, while the latter was intended for the working 
class. Alphand invested both parks with picturesque English design features even as he eschewed 
the quiet rural affect of that vernacular. In addition to the two woods, the system incorporated 
three new naturalistic parks, smaller than the bois yet still considerable: Parc Monceau, Parc 
Montsouris, and Parc des Buttes-Chaumont.  
Authored under his titles as Inspector General of Bridges and Causeways and Director of 
Paris Work, Alphand’s opus, Les Promenades de Paris, is compendious. Two volumes, each 66 
centimeters high, deliver an exhaustive catalog of the parks’ and boulevards’ architectural, 
engineered, and mechanical features. The book appears more the work of an engineer than that 
of a landscape gardener. Measured drawings detail innovative buildings for a multitude of 
purposes, systems for drainage, elaborate mechanicals of various sorts, and a vast array of 
ironwork patterns. Advertising in another of its publications, the publisher J. Rothschild 
describes Les Promenades as “a complete theoretical and practical treatise on THE ART OF 
PUBLIC GARDENS, a special and largely new branch of pleasure gardening; it is a 
contemporary work on a modern subject.”533 The advertising copy markets this “luxurious work” 
for its interest to engineers, architects, horticulturists, amateurs, libraries, and especially to public 
                                                
532 For period comments, see “Architecture & Building: The Destruction of Architecture in Paris.” The Mechanics’ 
Magazine, July 16, 1871, 434-435. 
533 Shapiro, 2015, 38. Translated by Shapiro; caps appear in the original; see Shapiro’s footnote 106. 
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administrators.534 The book was met with national and international interest and has been likened 
to the works of Dezalier d’Argenville, the Marquis de Girardin, and Morel.535 Les Promenades’s 
reputation has persisted. Writing in 1977, Grumbach notes, “This book can be considered as the 
essential treatise on urban art for the second half of the nineteenth century, as influential for 
architecture as Durand’s was in the first half.”536 Since 1980, two print and three digital 
facsimiles have been published.537 
Following the initial offering as a series of folios on subscription (which many collectors 
chose to bind at their own expense), Rothschild reissued Les Promenades as an elegantly bound 
two-volume set in 1873. The former bears the publication date of 1867; the latter shows the date 
as 1867-1873. Aside from its binding, the publication is unchanged. Indicating the date as a 
range asserts simultaneously that it is new and that it is consistent with the original offering. 
Shapiro speculates that expressing the date in this way served in part underscore Les 
Promenades’s association with the 1867 Exposition Universelle, a key event for the parks and 
boulevards the volumes describe: Napoleon inaugurated Parc des Buttes Chaumont at the fair’s 
opening ceremonies.538 
The French illustrated weekly newspaper L’Univers Illustré heralded the 1873 release of Les 
Promenades as a “vast work which makes us take such pleasant walks through the interior and 
                                                
534 Ibid.; see Shapiro’s footnote 107. 
535 Ibid., 41. 
536 Ibid., quoting Grumbach, “The Promenades of Paris,” Oppositions 8 (Spring 1977), trans. Barsoum and Lipstadt, 
51. 
537 Princeton Architectural Press published a scaled-down facsimile in 1980. The French publisher Connaissance et 
Mémoires published a full-size, one-volume color facsimile on coated paper in 2002. Since 2010, Les Promenades 
has been digitized in full color and high resolution by the Bibliothèque de l’Institut National d’Histoire de l’Art 
(INHA), the Bibliothèque Nationale de France, and the Elektronische Bibliothek Suisse (e-rara.ch). I am aware of no 
full English translation. The present study relies on the Suisse .pdf and on an extant material copy held in the Rare 
Book Room of Dumbarton Oaks Library and Research Collection in Washington, D.C. 
538 Shapiro, 2015, 44. 
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all around picturesque Paris.”539 With such language, the reviewer elided and equated the 
volumes with the city they described. This implied virtuality was amplified by use of the word 
panorama: “It is a gigantic and fairylike panorama that the author offers us in two handsome 
volumes in-folio.”540 
Two of Alphand’s wood engravings are reproduced and described in the review. One depicts 
the entrance to Parc Monceaux; the other presents a view through the Bois de Vincennes. In each 
case, the author described Alphand’s designs as moral remediations. The new Parc Monceaux 
was described as a counterpoint to the “debaucheries” that unfolded during its tenure as the 
Régent’s exclusive preserve. At Vincennes, an extensive new pleasure park erased public 
memory of an infamous and senseless murder.541 That either of these frightful places could 
become a pleasure park was articulated as a marvel, a “triumph of civilization over barbarism,” a 
“golden age, it’s paradise!”542 
In its comprehensiveness, technical practicality, artfulness, and emphasis on visual 
experiences of landscape extent, Les Promenades reflects the values that drove Alphand’s 
building project. The parks evince this first in their very distribution in the urban fabric. Four of 
the five parks correspond to the compass points. The Bois de Boulogne, begun in 1852, lies to 
the west. The Bois de Vincennes, begun in 1855 and completed by 1866, sits on the city’s 
eastern periphery. To the north lies the Parc des Buttes Chaumont, opened 1867, while to the 
south is Parc Montsouris, which was decided in 1865, begun in 1867, opened in 1869, and 
                                                
539 Ricard, 1873, 279. 
540 Ibid., 278. (C’est un panorama gigantesque et féerique que l’auteur nous offre-en deux beaux volumes in-folio). 
This line alone is quoted in Shapiro, 2015, 41. Translation by Shapiro. 
541 Ibid., 279. “Who thinks anymore of Papavoine when walking there? You see many rabbits and hares; not even 
they are frightened to see you pass.” (Qui pense encore à Papavoine aujourd’hui en s’y promenant? Vous apercevez 
beaucoup de lapins et de lièvres, qui ne paraissent pas même effrayés en vous voyant passer.) Translation by Molly 
C. Briggs. 
542 Ibid. Translation by Molly C. Briggs. 
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further developed through 1878.543 Just as each of the two forests rehabilitated a compromised 
site, the northern and southern park sites reclaimed disused quarries; their verdant, picturesque 
landscapes erased memory of their respective former conditions as fallow industrial landscapes. 
There are five occasions in which the word panorama is used to characterize 360-degree 
landscape views in Les Promenades’ text descriptions. Each use of the word refers to panoramic 
experience—that is, to experiences that are simultaneously immersive and expansive, and also, 
in one sense or another, synthetic. Two are achieved by ascending architectural structures; one is 
afforded by the disposition of a scenic overlook atop an artificial landform; another occurs at the 
pinnacle a heavily-engineered, hybrid natural/architectural overlook. Alphand’s fifth use of the 
term refers to the experiences on offer inside a pair of panorama rotundas. Although these 
references only scratch the surface of the ethos of all-encompassing visuality that defines 
Haussmann’s organizational approach to the city, they confirm that the panoramic mode is at 
work in this seminal iteration of park-centered urban planning. 
Alphand’s first reference to panoramic experience occurs in a description of the viewing 
tower at Longchamps in the Bois de Boulogne, which Alphand had created by repurposing an 
old dovecote (fig. 4.33). He details the tower’s former purpose and existing material structure at 
some length; then he describes the renovation by which he has rendered it accessible to visitors 
as an elevated point for achieving 360-degree oversight of the surrounding landscape. He 
describes this view as a panorama: 
This ancient construction has been converted into a viewing tower twenty meters high, from the top of which 
one can observe the happy panorama that unfolds on the plain surrounding Longchamps. There is no position 
more favorable from which to observe the pattern of new roads and the number of trails that crisscross the 
racetrack.544 
                                                
543 Parc Montsouris was not only a former stone quarry but lay atop disused stonemining tunnels that had also been 
used as catacombs containing 6 million skeletons. The railroad cut through the park. 
544 Alphand, 1867-1873, 74, translation by Molly C. Briggs. 
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In addition to retrofitting the tower for use as an observation point, Alphand converted it into a 
garden folly in the form of a medieval fortification tower, so that the tower virtually transported 
visitors to medieval times: 
The tower has been renovated to give the aspect of a defense tower of the middle ages. It is surmounted by a 
freestone coronation bearing niches and 35 protruding, railed viewing consoles, which between them leave the 
necessary space for machicoulis [openings in the floor for dropping missiles, molten metal, etc. on an enemy 
beneath].545 
Alphand’s second reference to virtual, panoramic experience arises in his description of the 
Bois de Vincennes. He begins by detailing the extent of the view: 
Description of the Beautification Performed at the Bois de Vincennes.546 …One of the first important works 
implemented by the City of Paris [in the Bois de Vincennes] has been the creation of Gravelle, a raised plateau 
formed from the earth that was excavated during construction of the [Bois’s] lake and the magnificent avenues 
attending it. From the top of the butte, one enjoys an impressive panorama. The views chased by tourists are 
unequal to this view from Gravelle, whose only fault is that it lies at the doorstep of Paris, and is so easy and 
fast to reach.547 
Alphand emphasizes this elevated exceptionally extensive visual access to the French 
countryside (figs. 4.34 and 4.35). The following description stretches credulity in its assertion 
that the constructed plateau in the Bois de Vincennes affords a 360-degree view that includes the 
Seine, three railways, numerous and rather distant villages, the hills beyond Versailles, and other 
points of interest in the landscape surrounding Paris on all sides. Furthermore, although the text 
does not mention it, the corresponding plates in the second volume show that the plateau is 
capped by a low belvedere. The scene described beneath is rendered in the plates as from a 
circular viewing platform with a roof that frames the view in the same manner as the platform in 
a panorama (figs. 4.34-4.36): 
                                                
545 Ibid.; emphasis added; translation by Molly C. Briggs. 
546 See the steel engraving: Bois de Vincennes, current state. 
547 Pages 163-164. See Alphand’s footnote 1 on page 164: “1. Voir les deux gravures hors texte: VUES PRISES DU 
PLATEAU DE GRAVELLE. See the two engravings outside text: views of the plateau of Gravelle.” 
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Lowering his gaze, the spectator standing on the butte of Gravelle sees winding beneath him, in a thousand 
capricious meanders, in a long valley of luxuriant vegetation, among a multitude of picturesque islets, thick 
bushes, villas, elegant buildings of all kinds scattered in the country, or pressed against each other, as in the 
villages of La Varenne, Chenevieres, Saint Maur, Joinville, and the whitish waters of the Marne, mouth of the 
Seine. Opposite lies an immense horizon terminated by gently sloping hills. On the right, in the distance, 
appears the capital; then, farther still, the hills that dominate Versailles. Ten village towers form a series of 
points of view to the south, towards Maison-Alfort. Two railways, Lyon and Orléans, animate this landscape 
with the undulating smoke of locomotive engines. To the north stands the dungeon of Vincennes and beyond 
are the summits of Belleville. On the same level, Fontenay and Nogent stand gracefully below the hills of 
Rosny. And, finally, at the bottom of the picture, one sees the magnificent viaduct of the railway of Mulhouse, 
whose elevated arcades are figured against the azure sky.548 
The third panorama reference appears in Alphand’s description of Parc des Buttes Chaumont. 
One of the most significant feats of engineering in Alphand’s entire oeuvre is the conversion of 
this former site of torture and executions, subsequently used as a dump, into an intricate, verdant 
landscape distinguished by dramatic views. Alphand begins by describing the role the site played 
in meting out capital punishment: 
An unhappy memory is attached to it, for it is on one of the point on this mountain [sic] that the famous forks of 
royal justice were established. A curious fact is connected with the establishment of this instrument of torture: 
the celebrated minister Enguerrand de Margny, who had the device installed at Montfaucon, was among the first 
to be hanged here. For several centuries the Buttes Chaumont retained this sad distinction. The gallows changed 
location, only finally to be abandoned in 1789. Following its disappearance, the Buttes Chaumont became a 
receptacle for all the filth of Paris. A few years ago, there were still establishments of rendering and a garbage 
dump that spread foul emanations not only on the neighboring districts but on the whole town, depending on the 
direction of the winds. It was only in 1860, at the time of the annexation of the communes of Belleville and La 
Villette, that the Parisian Edict could not leave a place so deserted, so dangerous, so unhealthy, within the walls 
of the new Paris, and desiring at the same time to endow his new citizens with a vast walk, decided on the 
transformation of the Buttes.549 
Next, Alphand describes the means with which the site has been transformed. He details a 
constructed grotto, a constructed waterfall, a constructed lake, and the placement of an eight-
                                                
548 Alphand, 1867, 159-165. Translation by Molly C. Briggs. 
549 Ibid., 200-203. Translation by Molly C. Briggs. 
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columned stone “rotunda” atop the park’s central promontory (fig. 4.37) that affords 
“panoramic” views (fig. 4.38): 
The Parc des Buttes Chaumont occupies the greater part of an arid and mountainous land, whose name is 
evidently of Latin origin: Calvus Mons, Mont Chauve, and by contraction Chaumont. Wherever possible, 
existing landscape features as well as the cavernous deep excavations left behind by old plaster quarries were 
utilized in creating the aspect of a mountainous landscape. For example, an immense cave, the breadth of which 
is about 14 meters wide by 25 meters high, was developed on the site of a considerable quarry. A cascade, 
starting from the foot of the retaining wall of the Boulevard de la Vera-Cruz, which lies above the park, rushes 
into the park to form a 32-meter-high waterfall. The construction of this retaining wall, whose elevation is 15 
meters, length 50 meters, thickness 2 meters, was intended to retain masses of clays that threatened to 
overwhelm the boulevard. The promontory, detached from the mass, presents the appearance of an enormous 
rock surrounded by a lake of more than 2 hectares. Two streams, starting from different points, supply this lake 
after traversing the park’s valleys. The promontory is easily reached by means of two bridges: one of these 
bridges, made of masonry, has an opening of 12 meters and an elevation of 20 meters; the other, suspended, has 
a range of 65 meters. On the platform of this promontory, which is planted with trees, we have built an elegant 
rotunda of stone, supported by eight columns, from which we have a magnificent view. A staircase, threaded in 
the interior of the rock, allows one to go down to the lake. Other high points were spared; we shall mention the 
hillocks of Puebla and Fessard, from which we have the complete panorama of Paris.550 
Alphand’s next use of the word concerns panorama rotundas, a pair of which he plans to be 
placed along the Champs-Elysees. His measured drawing for a panorama rotunda appears in 
figure 4.39. A fifth panoramic reference concerns another tower set in a park landscape (fig. 
4.40): 
The square of Saint-Jacques Tower is established at the intersection of Rue de Rivoli and the Boulevard 
Sebastopol. It is bordered on the other by St. Martin Street and Victoria Avenue. It occupies an area of 6,015 
[CHECK] square meters. The tower occupies the center. From the top, the eye embraces the whole panorama 
of the capital. The square is surrounded by railings. Four entries are provided at the corners to give easy access. 
Lawns of graceful shapes with excellent plantings make this one of the finest public gardens of Paris.551 
The recurrence of this term serves to highlight the entire project’s ethos of oversight and 
visual extent. Among these references, those to Parc des Buttes Chaumont are of particular 
                                                
550 Ibid., 203-204. Translation by Molly C. Briggs. Alphand refers readers to his figs. 305-313, of which I have 
reproduced as figs. 307 and 308. 
551 Ibid., 212. Translation by Molly C. Briggs. 
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consequence. The only surviving site associated with the Exposition Universelle of 1867, Buttes 
Chaumont’s completion was timed so as to allow its inauguration by the emperor during the 
fair’s opening ceremonies.552 The park’s design revolves around a viewpoint that offers a 
sweeping 360-degree panoramic overview of Paris. Furthermore, this site’s capacity for 
delivering a panoramic urban overview is rendered highly legible from a distance, as in the sense 
of the “hailing” function of panorama rotundas and other monumental view-based architecture, 
by Alphand’s placement of the Rotonde atop the dramatic cliff he sculpted by the use of 
dynamite and augmented with artificial stone.553 
The beckoning promise of the panoramic experience available at the pinnacle of the Parc des 
Buttes Chaumont is highlighted in the frontispiece to Les Promenades’s second volume, which 
contains plates (fig. 4.41a-b). An elaborate architectural and floral frame surrounds an array of 
the city’s monuments that guide the eye to the central-most feature of this image: Buttes-
Chaumont’s rocky promontory, capped by the Rotonde.554 Gazing deep into the city, the eye 
finds that point from which “all” of Paris is visible (fig. 4.41b; see also fig. 4.44). 
Les Promenades registers the importance of Buttes Chaumont with a rich set of plates. One 
such example is the detailed contour plan of the site (fig. 4.42). The site’s initial conditions are 
drawn in gray; Alphand’s interventions are indicated with an overlay of bright red linework. This 
generous double-wide foldout is the only topographical map in the entire publication, and one of 
only three images other than the botanical illustrations to use color. That is, of the “23 
chromolithographies” advertised prominently on the title pages and in the publisher’s 
promotional materials, 20 are botanicals. The Bois de Vincennes and Bois de Boulogne are each 
                                                
552 See Komara, 2004, 5, including her footnote 8. For a brief but thorough literature review on Buttes Chaumont’s 
scholarly treatment in the context of Alphand’s oeuvre, see Komara, 2009, 23. 
553 See Komara, 2004 and Komara, 2009. 
554 Connaissance et Memoire’s 1:1 scale facsimile of Les Promenades (2002) uses this image as the frontispiece to 
both volumes. Davioud designed the structure, which resembles the Sybilline Temple at Tivoli. 
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allotted one color plate, in the form of a plan with waterways indicated in red linework. The final 
color plate is this topographic map of Buttes Chaumont, followed by a rendered site map that 
registers the park’s high points, circulation routes, vegetation, and other features (fig. 4.43). A 
bird’s-eye view emphasizes the site’s visual and topographical continuity with the surrounding 
landscape (fig. 4.44). That Buttes Chaumont, so much smaller than the two forests, receives a 
color plate, a rendered site map, and a bird’s-eye view emphasizing its dramatic elevations 
asserts the site’s importance alongside the two forests and corresponds with the Rotonde’s 
central position in the frontispiece. 
Ann Komara argues that Alphand’s explicit presentation of the Parc des Buttes Chaumont as 
an engineered landscape changed the course of landscape design.555 The park’s design was 
motivated not by any single rationale, but by a constellation of ideas and agendas surrounding 
the urban design campaign—a confluence of infrastructural order, governmental presence, and 
healthfulness. This constituted an aesthetic—in short, the park stood as an image of the city.556 
Alphand’s innovations in material applications served as part of the Second Empire’s marriage 
of industry with the picturesque art, and nature. By combining manual and mechanical modes of 
craftsmanship, he established the park as an emblem of a cultural shift toward synthesizing 
industrialization with nature. Parc des Buttes Chaumont articulated and encapsulated the 
marriage of art and engineering celebrated by the 1867 Exposition Universelle. 557 This argument 
elucidates the panoramic sensibilities at work in Alphand’s designs. 
                                                
555 Komara, 2004, 5. 
556 Komara writes, “the significance of the Parc des Buttes Chaumont’s designed urban landscape lies in its 
conception and construction and how it influenced popular acceptance of new industrial materials by demonstrating 
their artistic merits,” ibid. 
557 Ibid. Alphand “situate[s] the park at the forefront of a cultural movement seeking to reconcile industrialization 
and progress within the experience of nature.  The Exposition [Universelle] clearly expressed the artist’s role in 
lending taste and elegance to the new industrial forms and methods.” His design for Buttes Chaumont “placed the 
debate into the public realm via his interpretation of showing art (the picturesque image and experience) as built and 
sustained by industry (the means and materials of its production and maintenance).” See Komara’s footnote 41. 
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Alphand’s most technically innovative method was his use of concrete as a medium for 
modulating and mediating natural stone. He deployed this new material, which incorporated 
Portland (limestone) cement, in a range of functional, decorative, and structural ends.558 This 
enabled construction of the park’s central water feature, the lake. Because the site’s existing 
limestone substrate was porous and could not hold water, Alphand dug an artificial lakebed and 
lined it with non-porous concrete so that it could hold water. Then, instead of concealing this 
artifice, he finished the lake with a visible concrete curb. Thus, rather than give the lake a 
naturalistic edge, Alphand delineated the water’s constructed nature with a graphic, architectural 
outline. As Komara explains, “the lake [was] not supposed to be understood as a naturally 
occurring body of water so integral to the formula of the picturesque, but rather as a constructed, 
pleasurable amendment to the site,” an amendment that highlighted the site’s simultaneous 
naturalism and artificiality.559 
Whereas Alphand’s use of concrete in the lake bed lining and edging was functional, he also 
deployed decorative applications of the same material. Architectural use of stuc ciment (stucco) 
dates at least to antiquity, but Alphand’s deployment of stucco in a landscape application was an 
innovation. He used stucco, as well as cast and molded concrete, to create rockworks that blend 
in with existing rock formations. For example, at the crest of the cliff on the central island, 
artificial vertical rock formations mimic nearby real formation and conceal the points where the 
suspension bridge is anchored to the rocks. But whereas stucco has been described by other 
garden theorists as a treatment whose artificiality was belied by its apparent naturalism, Alphand 
allowed and intended the synthetic nature of his features to be apparent. Komara notes that their 
surface textures and colors produce an “obvious artificial nature”: Alphand presented them as 
                                                
558 Ibid. 
559 Ibid. Komara notes that following Alphand’s work at Buttes Chaumont, hard-edged lakebeds in urban parks 
proliferated in England. 
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“an artistically rendered visual moment.”560 These effects are analogous to the production of 
illusion in panoramas and dioramas that immerse visitors in scenes that are both obviously 
fabricated and yet intuitively convincing in their naturalistic effects.  
The artificiality of Alphand’s treatment of the lake’s edge extends to his use of stucco to 
create an artificial cascade (waterfall) and a grotto, each clearly unnatural to the soil and 
hydrological character of the site (figs. 4.45-4.46). Inside the grotto were constructed “sparkling” 
stalactites and stalagmites. Alphand placed similar features in most of his large parks.561 They 
echoed, on a much grander scale, similar stucco stalactites and stalagmites in the Exposition’s 
Jardin Francais.562 
Reinforced concrete was used in numerous Second Empire construction projects.563 After 
1870 it gained acceptance as a building material for fashionable homes, no longer limited to 
utilitarian rural and industrial applications.564 At Buttes Chaumont it was used in Davioud’s 
Rotonde at the crest of the rock formation and in Coignet’s massive railroad embankment. 
Alphand’s innovation in reinforced concrete lay in his translation of this architectural and 
engineering technique into landscape features such as faux bois stair risers and hand rails. 
Whereas natural-wood versions of such features were common, rendering them in concrete and 
cast iron was a cutting-edge technology. Alphand deployed permanent, highly crafted reinforced 
concrete faux bois in all five of his Parisian parks and in a number of squares. They became 
something of a trademark, also appearing in the Trocadéro grounds adjacent to the Exposition. 
Visitors would have recognized the continuity with which such railings, matched with faux bois 
and faux stone stair risers, guided visitors in the ascents to Buttes Chaumont’s four elevated 
                                                




564 Komara, 2004, 9; see her footnote 35. 
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overlooks. Alongside some of the staircases ran artificial water rills constructed of the same 
material.565 In this way, the false-real amalgam is married to the scenic overlook. 
The Second Empire goal of reconciling industry and art through synthetic nature is 
accomplished in two ways: by carrying visitors along promenades, footpaths and stairways that 
ensconce them in convincingly naturalistic yet obviously engineered picturesque features; and by 
delivering them, via those promenades that give way to staircases, to panoramic viewpoints that 
curate the industrial landscape with a picturesque foreground—that is, the picturesque viewing 
platform. Komara interprets this as a strategy for building acceptance of Napoleon III’s building 
campaign.  
The panoramic mode assisted that agenda. Whereas Komara offers a largely technical 
explanation of these features’ expression of the 1867 Exposition Universelle’s theme of art 
married to industry, I am interested in a perceptual explanation. Alphand’s textual and visual 
descriptions of Parc des Buttes Chaumont echo the Colosseum’s virtual attractions, discussed 
earlier in this chapter. His methods are consistent with the panoramic mode, a period approach to 
urban design that hybridizes art, architecture, and engineering in a manner that reshapes 
perception of cultural landscapes across the urbanizing western world. 
Parc des Buttes Chaumont participates in a history of negotiating urban nature. It displayed 
the surrounding degraded landscape instead of hiding it. Rather than conceal the history of 
environmental and social degradation under a veneer of pastoral landscape, Parc des Buttes 
Chaumont displayed the use of cutting-edge technologies and methods to articulate a modern, 
industrialized concept of nature. Its 360-degree views over the surrounding city afforded clear 
view of slaughterhouses, train yards, and factories. In this way, the park’s pastoral character 
                                                
565 Ibid., 10. 
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expressed not simply a retreat from urban condititions or a denial of the city’s industrial past an 
present, but rather an ongoing negotiation between nature and industry. 566 
Instead of hiding the city, the park turns the city itself into a panoramic object of regard. This 
is also evident in Haussmann’s use of topographical surveys to guide his building program. No 
detailed record of Paris’s topography existed, so he initiated the Service du Plan de Paris, which 
developed a monumentally detailed topographical survey of the entire city.567 This necessitated 
the construction of towers throughout the city from which horizontal and vertical theodolite 
measurements could be taken.568 The measurements so derived for the site of Buttes Chaumont 
constitute the first instance of the now common use of cut-and-fill grading to develop a new 
design that builds on a survey of existing contours.569 
The panorama was widely familiar by this time. The wonder provoked by panoramic 
experiences was not due to ignorance of the way the “trick” worked, but rather unfolded despite 
understanding the trick. Knowledge did not interfere with the sense of wonder. Similarly, Buttes 
Chaumont transported not by hiding the city but by creating a difference from that city, a 
difference that was both visually and somatically sensed. As panoramic and immersive media 
coalesced as a pervasive cultural vernacular—a mode—other media also produced panoramas. 
Park landscapes can be understood in this context, not as literal, structural versions of the 
panorama, but rather as in the way Walter Benjamin and Hans Bergmann address panoramic 
cultural projects across a range of disciplines.570 
                                                
566 Way, 2013, 30, quoting Komara, 2004, 10. Way uses the word “panoramic” to make this point: “The relationship 
between the former disturbances of the site and its transformation could be explicitly observed from the panoramic 
viewpoint where ‘the visitor could…see an industrial landscape of train yards, factories, and slaughterhouses beyond 
the borders of the park that stood in direct contrast to the park’s tightly orchestrated picturesque experience.’” 
Emphasis added. 
567 Komara, 2009, 29-30. 
568 Ibid., 30. 
569 Ibid., 32. 
570 Benjamin, 1999; Bergmann, 1995; see also Sternberger, 1977. 
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The new Paris hearkened both to the future and the past. Buttes Chaumont revealed the new 
Paris in part through its very contrast with the new city. Whereas Haussmann had done away 
with the maze of medieval streets, replacing them with wide straight boulevards that minimized 
friction and accelerated the material flows of trains, carriages, horses, pedestrians, goods, water, 
and sewage, Alphand’s park was distinguished not by straight conduits but rather by winding, 
picturesque routes for pedestrian, carriage, and train motion that had the effect of slowing things 
down.571 This makes sense in the context of Haussmann’s strategy of cloaking new materials and 
technologies in the decor of the old, as for example in his commitment to Neoclassical aesthetics. 
The visitor departed the new city, entered the timeless garden, and ultimately ascended to an 
elevated rotunda from which to consume a naturalized, comprehensive, panoramic overview of 
the new city.  
Meanwhile, across the ocean, Chicago was preparing to draw on Alphand’s achievements in 
order to organize the explosive growth of a new city. In 1869, a series of three park bills 
established a system of parks and boulevards that would serve an armature for Chicago’s rapid 
expansion into the prairie and at the same time frame that burgeoning city as a picturable entity. 
To the extent that Chicago’s parks would be extolled for the vision of their designers, Alphand 
would loom large. In late 1869, Chicago architect William Le Baron Jenney (1832-1907) was 
hired to develop plans for the three westernmost parks in that system on the strength neither of 
his experience as a landscape designer (he had none), nor solely his reputation as an architect, 
but in particular for his firsthand observation of the construction of Alphand’s parks and 
boulevards during his architectural education at l’Ecole des Beaux Arts.572 Understanding that 
                                                
571 See Freytag, 2003. 
572 Rainey, 2000, 70. 
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the panoramic mode was encoded in Alphand’s designs prepares us for a closer examination of 
the Chicago case. 
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CHAPTER FIVE | Panoramic City: Parks, Cycloramas, and the Shape of Chicago 
 
Chicago’s 1869 park and boulevard system has proven elusive to historical apprehension. 
Visitors wishing to trace the boulevard circuit find inconsistent and often missing signage. If 
they do manage to locate the route, they encounter long stretches that are no longer recognizable 
as boulevards and sections that are interrupted by interstate highways. Landscape scholars treat 
Chicago’s system as an uneven and incomplete expression of the large parks movement and 
often address individual parks without acknowledging their part in a larger system. And as we 
have seen, the inland, non-lakefront portions of the system constitute perplexing vestiges of the 
surrounding urban fabric’s social, economic, and architectural history. 
That the parks resist perception as historical objects is due in part to the nature of landscape 
itself, for while brick and mortar structures constitute readily accessible objects of historical 
inquiry, plantings, landforms, and circulation routes create the impression of living presence 
rather than historical artifact. As an ephemeral medium that changes over time, landscape’s very 
nature renders its status as an historical object counterintuitive if not intractable. Chicago’s 
inland parks’s status as historical objects is further complicated by the social significance of their 
present disposition in an urban geography shaped by class difference and racial segregation. 
Commemorating their nineteenth-century design by and for white European-American citizens 
seems like an obtuse strategy for acknowledging or explaining, their present imbrication in a 
larger landscape of poverty and violence. But understanding the context in which they emerged 
helps illuminate not only their present disposition but their part in shaping the social geography 
of Chicago’s west side. 
Landscape, as we have seen, is an entity produced in part by the synthesis of images with real 
space. Chicago’s park and boulevard system was designed for viewing, but the period nature of 
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such viewing was a learned behavior to which we no longer have direct access: we cannot see as 
the people of the nineteenth century saw. But by examining their instruments and 
representations, we can learn what kinds of views interested them, what modes of viewership 
they engaged in, and what kinds of technologies aided such modes of viewership. In order to see 
the landscapes of Chicago’s park and boulevard system in the period mode of viewership for 
which they were designed, it is necessary to examine the visual culture in which they emerged. 
This makes it possible to recognize the system itself as a kind of period technology for “viewing” 
nature, the city, and the dialectic of urban nature in which the burgeoning city participated.  
This chapter reflects on the extent to which Chicago’s overall system, and the inland portions 
in particular, were affiliated with panoramic media and thus with panoramic modes of 
viewership. Uncovering the association of Chicago’s park boulevard system with period 
conventions in urban imaging and tracing the city’s participation in the second international 
wave of panorama production registers the influence of panoramic sensibilities on the 
expectations and experiences of urban citizens, travelers, and park users. 1869 publications 
advocating for the park and boulevard system and the legislation that established it distill the 
notions of comprehensiveness and panoramic viewership that informed the system from the start. 
City maps, bird’s-eye views, and visitor guides deployed Chicago’s park boulevard system as a 
graphic organizing device. Panoramic maps and souvenir view books illustrate and confirm the 
place of panoramic attractions in Chicago and provide a basis for theorizing the period 
significance of the parks and boulevards as a means for attaining an immersive overview of the 
“whole” city. Two campaigns for mounting panoramas in Chicago’s parks illustrate the 
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convergence of park and panorama history and show that the parks were understood as sites for 
achieving immersive overviews of the city.573  
 
DRIVES AND PARKS FOR CHICAGO. In 1866, the Chicago Times published a plan for a 
proposed park-and-drive system that prescribed thick greenbelt to completely surround the 
growing city (fig. 5.1). The image spoke boldly as a conceptual diagram for an encircling system 
that would recast the city as a locus amoenus. In its rectilinearity, the plan echoed and reinforced 
the street grid that already regulated the region’s natural topography. The only organic contours 
were those formed by water: the undulating shores of Lake Michigan established the fourth 
natural boundary of the urban region to be enclosed by the proposed park-and-drive system. The 
north and south branches of the Chicago River divided the land into the three regions then known 
as the city’s “natural divisions.” 
The plan omitted most of the city’s features, including its existing greenspaces, in order to 
emphasize the proposed greenbelt. Union Park, which appears near the center of the image, 
marks the approximate western extent of settlement at the time the drawing was published (fig. 
5.9c).574 The plan implies that Union Park was the only public green space in existence in 
Chicago in 1866, but this was not true. Chicago’s first landscaped public space, which occupied 
all of block 39, had by then been known for decades as the Public Square. Eventually Chicago’s 
Court House was added to the center of the site. The plan marks the Court House’s position with 
the symbol of a cross, a shape that corresponds with the building’s architectural form (fig. 5.9d), 
but there is no indication of the designed landscape that surrounded it. Nor does the plan register 
                                                
573 The world-as-exhibition means viewing the world as though it is, itself, an exhibition. This takes the ground of 
the world and renders it a thing. See Mitchell, 1988; Mitchell, 1989; Mitchell, 2013. I survey Mitchell’s argument in 
Chapter Two. 
574 Hoyt, 1933, 106; see “Map of Chicago Showing Extent of Settled Area for the Periods 1834, 1844, 1857 and 
1873.” 
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the existence of Lake Front Park, a public landscape of significant size that was commissioned in 
1835 and had, since the 1840s, been the city’s most popular ground for promenading (fig. 
5.9b).575  
The 1866 graphic advocated for surrounding the city with a band of park land a quarter of a 
mile wide and fourteen miles long, extending from the lakeshore to the western environs and 
back again. 576 The thick greenbelt would be bounded both inside and out by wide drives that 
traversed the same circuit. There is no indication of how the north-south streets shown near the 
lakefront might connect with the proposed park drives. Facing the park along the inner and outer 
drives are lots for residential development. Given the proportions of the uniformly long and 
narrow lots, they too would be primarily green; homes constructed to fit inside them would leave 
a considerable proportion of space for green landscaped setbacks and back yards on each 
property. 
On the north side, the greenbelt obliterates the river, seeming to suggest that the latter could 
be channelized and culverted beneath homes, drives, and park lands. On the south side, the river 
rises to the surface, cutting across the design, but Archer Avenue, the diagonal thoroughfare 
running from the southwest toward the downtown core, disappears at the edge of the new design. 
The plan suggests that, like the river, Archer Avenue could be threaded below ground.  
The accompanying article, headlined “A Gigantic Improvement,” echoed the boosterish tone 
of much period press coverage of the city’s development as it praised the plan for proposing “the 
finest drives, parks, and building sites on the continent” and cited its “vastness” at 2,240 acres.577 
But the text makes no mention of one of the most striking features of the plan: its circumscribing 
                                                
575 Bluestone, 1991, 13, 16-18. 
576 “A Gigantic Improvement,” 1866, n.p., as quoted in Bluestone, 1991, 21. 
577 Ibid. 
 218 
effect. Straight lines and 90-degree angles notwithstanding, the diagram is about enclosing the 
city inside a constructed greenspace. 
Changing understandings of urban and rural geographies and the relations between them are 
registered in new nineteenth-century landscape typologies, including rural cemeteries and large 
urban parks. Such understandings inform period graphic and textual landscape overviews, 
including geognostic texts, travel guides, bird’s-eye views, extensive lateral views, and 
landscape plans. We have seen that such media incorporate the strategies and effects of 
panoramic media, including panoramas, dioramas, stereographics, and paper peepshows. We 
have also seen that the panorama itself emerged in graphic and geographic relation to one of 
Britain’s earliest urban public parks, a site distinguished by its affordance of views surveying a 
city’s changing interface with its surrounding geography. 
Printed bird’s-eye views used scaled graphics to represent urban landscapes that could be 
explored by the mind and eye. Round panoramas used a scaled, hybrid graphic/architectural 
medium to represent cultural landscapes that could be explored by the mind and eye in a more 
embodied manner.578 Chicago’s park boulevard system constituted the next larger order of 
expression of the same cultural idea. The system can be understood as a collection of spaces that 
coalesced in an immersive whole whose logic made most sense when read as an expression of 
the visual and media culture of the panoramic urban overview. Treating the system as an 
expression of panoramic media builds on the precedent of picturesque seventeenth- and 
eighteenth-century English landscapes designed to produce sensations that derived from the 
effects of paintings by artists such as Claude Lorrain (French, ca. 1600-1682), Nicolas Poussin 
                                                
578 In Chapter Three, we saw that while whole-body access was limited, as for example by the visitor’s confinement 
to a viewing platform, the whole body is nevertheless part of the sensation, not just the eye. The visitor need not 
stand still, but rather finds the experience heightened by moving around on the platform; the perspective hangs 
together. Air and temperature shifts are registered by the whole body’s sense of touch. 
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(French, 1594-1665), and Salvator Rosa (Italian, 1615-1673). Because the visual landscape 
vernacular of the nineteenth century was dominated by the panoramic mode, it makes sense to 
read Chicago’s system as a kind of urban overview, one that existed amid a complex of 
panoramic and all-embracing media forms that grappled with the visual extent of cultural 
landscapes. 
Chicago’s park boulevard system was first imagined and then distributed on the ground as a 
life-sized representation of the city—not just as a set of discrete new places but as a 
comprehensive, encircling whole that served as a method for organizing and envisioning the 
“entire” city. As such, the system presaged the life-sized immersive representational 
environments of the 1893 World’s Columbian Exposition. The fair’s renderings of cultural 
landscapes such as Cairo or the German Village were isolated in space and had discrete edges, 
but in their positions within the complex of the fair they contributed to producing the fair as a 
scale model of the world even as the fair’s geographic scale produced Chicago as a global city. 
The park system made this argument thirty years earlier: simultaneously nested within and 
continuous with the urban fabric, the system was a representation of Chicago deployed at the 
scale of the city. 
 
COMMISSIONING CHICAGO’S 1869 PARK BOULEVARD SYSTEM. The Chicago 
Times’s 1866 graphic argument for “Drives and Parks for Chicago” (fig. 5.1) presaged the actual 
system that was be legislated three years hence and represented the final stage of a twenty-year 
push toward a comprehensive system of park lands. As early as 1834, Chicago’s canal 
commissioners designated block 39 as a public square, the city’s first public open space. In order 
to signify as such, the “Public Square” (as it was known) was designed to contrast with the 
surrounding grid (fig. 5.9d). In figure 5.1, this landscape is indicated only by the diagram fixing 
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the location of the Court House. In 1836, Lake Front Park was established on twenty acres of 
shoreline east of Michigan Avenue between Madison and Twelfth Streets (fig. 5.9c).579 In 1839, 
a portion of the recently-decommissioned Fort Dearborn was added to the northern reaches of 
Lake Front Park; another two-acre parcel was set aside as Dearborn Park. Real estate developers 
established Washington Square and Vernon Square, each under four acres, and deeded them to 
the city in 1842 and ca.1850, respectively.580 
Public landscapes disseminated elite values even as they promoted mingling among the 
classes. By the 1840s, Lake Front Park was a popular site for promenading. Andrew Jackson 
Downing (American, 1815-1852) expressed the cultural significance of promenading when he 
wrote of class mixing on promenade sites, “a ground resorted to by [the] whole population for 
air, exercise, and recreation … where the poorest man in the city can go as unquestioned an 
owner as the richest.”581 The establishment of promenade grounds was in part an attempt to 
stabilize the socioeconomic landscape and render the benevolence of the elite tangible. If the 
Chicago marketplace had emerged as an unruly free-for-all, now those who had accumulated 
wealth had a vested interest in seeing things proceed in a more orderly fashion in which their 
own holdings and influence would be secure. Nature was understood to have ennobling effects, 
and the practice of promenading was seen as a means of civilizing people who had lost their 
social moorings through the upheavals of immigration and settlement: promenading induced 
middle- and working-class citizens to comport themselves with the bearing of the wealthy. 
The Chicago Horticultural Society (CHS) was founded in 1847 by some of the city’s most 
familiar real estate names, including William Ogden (American, 1805-1877) and John H. Kinzie 
                                                
579 Bluestone, 1991, 13-17. 
580 Ibid., 17. 
581 Ibid., 18, citing Downing; see his footnote 41. Downing is not writing specifically about Chicago, but his points 
are relevant to the Chicago case. 
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(American, 1803-1865).582 The CHS mounted an Exhibition of Fruits and Flowers in the same 
year and hosted at least four succeeding exhibitions. It also served the purpose of recognizing 
private gardens, which proclaimed and reinforced the gentility of the city’s leading entrepreneurs 
and the class ideals expressed by Downing. 
For Ogden and other early horticultural investors in the decades preceding the establishment 
of Chicago’s park boulevard system, designed landscapes were tools for attracting eastern 
investment to the rapidly growing city. In 1847, Mayor James Curtiss proposed new parks of 10 
to 20 acres for each of the city’s three divisions, those distinguished by the north and south 
branches of the Chicago River. The first of these would be the west side’s Union Park, visible in 
the 1866 Times graphic. In 1849, John. S. Wright, an active booster and real estate developer, 
foreshadowed the park boulevard system by writing, 
I foresee a time, not very distant when Chicago will need for its fast increasing population a park or parks in 
each division. Of these parks I have a vision. They are all improved and connected with a wide avenue, 
extending to and along the lake shore.583 
The push for a comprehensive system was taken up in the 1850s by the physician and 
sanitarian Dr. John Henry Rauch (1828-1894), who advocated for the health benefits of green 
space in a time when disease-causing “miasmas” were believed to emerge with population 
density and unplanned urban development.584 Rauch recognized the need to clear the city’s 
lakefront cemetery. By this time, it was clear that church graveyards contaminated groundwater, 
                                                
582 Maloney, 2008, 13. The current Chicago Horticultural Society dates its founding to 1890, acknowledging “a 
period of inactivity” and its “restarting” in 1943; it dates its “modern history” to 1962. See “Chicago Horticultural 
Society,” n.d., n.p. [digital resource]. Maloney confirms this, 352. The CHS that was formed in 1847 has no direct 
relationship to the CHS that emerges in 1890; the current CHS’s relationship to the CHS founded in 1890 is open to 
question. The CHS was but one such organization; Maloney reports the formation of the Chicago Gardeners’ 
Society, ca. 1859; Northwestern Fruit Growers Association (1851); Cook County Agricultural and Horticultural 
Society (1866), and Illinois State Horticultural Society (1856), ibid. 
583 Bluestone, 1991, 20. See his footnote 46. 
584 Szczygiel and Hewitt, 2000, 717-18. 
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contributing to the spread of cholera and other infectious diseases in Chicago.585 Moreover, there 
were too many dead to be accommodated, and insufficient burial space for citizens without 
religious affiliation.586 
A new solution was modeled at Mount Auburn Cemetery in Boston and Green-Wood 
Cemetery in Brooklyn, where the landscape’s apparent ruralism and naturalism attracted visitors 
for leisure activity.587 Chicago began clearing its waterlogged lakefront cemetery in the 1850s, 
but took ten years to disinter bodies from the wet, sandy, and unstable lakefront soils, move them 
to new rural cemeteries, and redevelop the former burial ground as Lincoln Park—the first 
tangible piece of what would become the park boulevard system.588 
Chicago’s mid-nineteenth century conditions epitomize the difficulties of urbanization 
unfolding across the colonizing world. Key challenges included public health, sanitation 
infrastructure, transportation, housing, education, and medical service. Chicago rose to these 
challenges. Between 1858 and 1868, the city realized enormous infrastructural achievements: 
raising the street grade, paving 75 miles of road surface with wood planks, establishing a horse 
railway to carry over 100,000 passengers a day, straightening the river, opening the harbor 
mouth, laying a complex railway system, creating a sewer system, founding the Union 
Stockyards, forming a Chamber of Commerce, digging a lake tunnel to establish a copious and 
cheap water supply, reversing the flow of the Chicago River, and building two tunnels under the 
river, even as the city experienced political and economic booms, crises, and busts.589 In the 
1850s and ‘60s, the region known as Chicago’s “south division” functioned as the gateway to the 
                                                
585 This was a matter of great concern in Chicago, where the deadly disease first appeared in 1832 and emerged 
every summer from 1848 to 1855; see “Water-Related Epidemics: Cholera,” n.d., n.p., 
http://www.encyclopedia.chicagohistory.org/pages/300056.html, accessed October 22, 2017. 
586 Ibid. 
587 Schuyler, 1984, 202. 
588 Szczygiel, 2000, 723. 
589 Keyes, 2003, 5, citing Chamberlin, 1874. 
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city for the rail lines curving around the southern tip of Lake Michigan from populous eastern 
and southern cities. New residents bringing eastern money settled on the city’s south side. 
Meanwhile, the west side, which possessed the broadest swath of developable geography located 
within a two-mile radius of the city center, as well as extensive river frontage, emerged as a 
manufacturing and industrial corridor and was in turn settled by factory workers. It soon became 
the most populous of the three divisions.590 
Finally, in the late 1860s, the horticultural accomplishments of the elite, the early park and 
promenade initiative, and faith in the moral benefits that flowed from landscape experience all 
came together. In 1869, three years after the Chicago Times accompanied its editorial with a 
striking conceptual diagram for a 2,240-acre park to encircle the city, the Illinois state legislature 
passed a series of bills calling for an even larger, more articulated system. 591 It comprised fewer 
acres (about 1,800), but these were to be distributed in a larger continuous circuit (twenty-five 
miles, rather than fourteen). 
Rural conditions that had been left behind in the search for opportunities for prosperity now 
gained new nostalgic value. Rural landscape forms became commodities to be recreated in the 
urban context. Moreover, if the cultural caché associated European libraries, cathedrals, and art 
museums was lacking due to the immense capital required to endow them, designed landscapes 
could be built for far less cost and yet were seen as equally significant in the eyes of American 
elites. As an early park advocate wrote, “parks first, and the Museums and Libraries will follow 
in due time.”592 
                                                
590 The three divisions were formed by the Chicago River, with with its north and south branches divided the city 
into the respective north, south, and west divisions. 
591 State of Illinois, 1869. See my Appendix A. 
592 The Parks and Property Interests of Chicago, 1869, 29. This booklet contains several editorials advocating for 
the economic advantages the proposed park system will bring; then it contains the text of the park bills.  
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A park system would integrate the fragmented, rapidly urbanizing geography. While the 
Chicago was a critically important asset for shipping, it was conversely a major obstacle to 
surface transportation, trade, and settlement, at first because there were too few bridges and later 
because the frequent operation of swing bridges for commercial river traffic rendered them 
intermittent and unreliable crossing points for private citizens.593 For this reason, the three 
divisions formed by the river’s north and south branches developed largely independently of one 
another. Each had a separate system of horse car lines, and even as cable lines were introduced in 
1881 and finally elevated lines in the 1890s, these remained discrete systems that operated inside 
the boundaries formed by the river.594 A system of paved boulevards would establish a 
continuous transportation route. 
Horace William Shaler Cleveland (American, 1814-1900) advocated for the Chicago system 
in early 1869 when he published The Public Grounds of Chicago: How to Give Them Character 
and Expression. His text reveals his sense of the task at hand as a matter of introducing character 
to a featureless void: 
What Boston finds it impossible to accomplish in the third century of her existence, Chicago is preparing to do 
in her third decade. With a wise forethought she has secured and appropriated lands for her parks while they are 
still unoccupied; unoccupied for the most part even by a tree or a shrub, a hill or a stone. The city and the 
country around it, with the exception of a narrow strip on the lake shore, is a dead level extending in every 
direction almost as far as the eye can reach. ...The question, by what means is it possible to give to areas so 
utterly devoid of character, an expression of natural beauty, and secure enough variety to relieve their 
monotony? Is one which must present itself to every one, and is certainly not an easy one to answer. But 
nothing is to be gained by shirking the fact, and trusting that the ordinary devices of the landscape gardener will 
suffice for so extraordinary an occasion. The ordinary means of relief which are available here, consist of 
alterations of the shape of the ground, the introduction of water in the forms of lakes, streams, and fountains, 
                                                
593 Hoyt, 1933, 300. 
594 Ibid. See also Andreas, 1886, v.3, 164-167, who details in his account of “Local Transportation,” which 
immediately precedes his section on “Parks and Boulevards,” the three divisional railways: the North Chicago 
Railway Co., the Chicago City Railway Co. (which comprises the south division), and the Chicago West Division 
Railway Company. 
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and the use of trees, shrubs and flowers in plantations. But everything must be created. Nature has not even 
offered a suggestion for art to develop.595 
In these sentiments, Cleveland echoes Frederick Law Olmsted, who described Illinois’s great 
prairie as “one of the most tiresome landscapes that I have ever met with.” Stranded for twelve 
hours on a railroad platform in Central Illinois in March, 1863, Olmsted found no visual interest, 
“only this dreary prairie to the monotonous horizon.”596 Later, O.C. Simonds and Jens Jensen 
would find beauty, meaning, and inspiration in the nuances of the Midwestern landscape, but in 
1869 Cleveland still saw it as a tabula rasa that required the designer’s genius for the wholesale 
invention of interest.597 
After elaborating this theme for several pages, Cleveland turns to the problem of designing 
parkways to communicate between park lands: 
But the effort, under such difficulties as the case involves, to give variety and interest to the Boulevard, is one 
which is truly appalling…three hundred feet…is a grand breadth for an avenue, but a very narrow space on 
which to operate in creating variety of natural scenery for a distance of fourteen miles, without a single natural 
elevation or depression by the wayside for the whole distance.598 
After critiquing “Mr. ‘Capability’ Brown’s” signature eighteenth-century curvilinearity 
(itself derived from William Hogarth’s so-called “Line of Beauty”) as just another sort of 
formality, one that eventually results “in monotony of variety, scarcely less fatiguing than that of 
the straight road,” Cleveland counterposes the respective approaches of the landscape gardener 
and the botanist. Finally, he delivers a proposal that both justifies the straight roads shown in the 
                                                
595 Cleveland, 1869, 12-13. Emphasis added. 
596 Ranney, 2000, 41. 
597 See Cleveland, 1873, 36: “The site was a dead level, offering no natural features to affect the design, except the 
lake and the river, the former comprising the only object worth of consideration for esthetic effect, while the latter 
furnished a secure harbor for lake craft, and must of course always be intimately connected with the business 
interests of the city.” On page 40 he adds, “the lake is the one single natural feature which Chicago can command 
which possesses intrinsic sublimity and unceasing interest.” 
598 Cleveland, 1869, 14. Emphasis added. Cleveland’s reference to fourteen-mile system indicates he was writing 
before the 1869 bills were passed. 
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1866 diagram and obviates any need to choose between the landscape gardener’s objectives and 
those of the botanist: 
Let the avenue form in its whole extent, an arboretum, comprising every variety of tree and shrub which will 
thrive in this climate, each family occupying a distinct section, of greater or lesser extent, according to its 
importance, in which all the skill of the gardener’s art may be displayed, but in which all the artistic effect shall 
be produced by the use of varieties of the single family. …Suppose, for instance, that a visitor enters the avenue 
at a point at which the plantations consist entirely of maple; there are upwards of thirty varieties of this tree, and 
their arrangement should be such as to exhibit their capacity for effect in various ways—as, in rows for lining a 
straight avenue, for which the sugar and white maples are peculiarly fitted by their size and symmetry…599 
Cleveland turned to the “variety of form color, and foliage” of the oaks, followed by a list of 
nearly twenty other varieties to survey. He concludes, 
Such an arboretum does not exist in the world, and it is surely unnecessary to enlarge upon the value and 
interest of such a collection to the people of the West, or to the countless throngs who will make Chicago a 
resting place on their journey thither.600 
In effect, Cleveland proposed treating the boulevard as compendium, which is to say as 
panorama, in the tertiary sense of the word: the boulevard as a linear arboretum containing an 
exhaustive catalogue of species, categorized by variety and limited by fitness for the region’s 
climatic growing conditions. The arboretum he proposed was sequential. Like a book, it required 
scaled bodily movement to propel its temporal sequence, but unlike a book, its sequence would 
have been distributed at a scale that merged seamlessly with the real space and time of the city. If 
this seems obvious, consider that the “realness” of the proposed space was only partial; the larger 
geography implied by the plant communities sampled in Cleveland’s arboreal compendium was 
entirely virtual, despite being rendered at a scale large enough for bodies and vehicle to traverse. 
The size of the city, which at this moment in history seemed sensorially and conceptually 
overwhelming to many citizens, was substituted for the even larger size of regional geography. 
                                                
599 Ibid. Emphasis added. 
600 Ibid., 19. 
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Cleveland made the metaphor implied by his proposed arboretum explicit when he added, 
“such an arboretum does not exist in the world.”601 If the notion of an arboretum was familiar to 
his readers, his proposal deployed this idea at an unprecedented scale. An arboretum is a 
landscape microcosm, but Cleveland proposed deploying the microcosm at the scale of the 
city—an arboretum as large as the city. The achievement of scale depended on linearity and 
encirclement. He wass suggesting not that the square mileage of the city could be populated in 
this way, but rather that a circuit drawn around the city could produce a scaled effect. 
We have seen that the moving panorama was at this time a mass medium, with canvases 
around eight feet high—just high enough to contain life-sized human figures—and four or six or 
twelve hundred feet wide, thus turning spatiotemporal narratives into metaphorical elevations. 
The mode of the medium—that is, the subject matter it depicted most often—was the Mississippi 
River valley. Numerous mid-nineteenth-century moving panoramas represented the north-south 
transect of the North American continent as though viewed along the length of the great river.602 
Moving panoramas conveyed this kind of idea by pairing a continuous, unbroken elevation with 
exaggerated sales pitches like “the entire river, on four miles of canvas.” The canvas was so large 
that this kind of exaggeration exceeded the bounds of skepticism. The actual width of the canvas 
advertised with such words was surely no more than 1,200 feet, but this doesn’t matter: 
audiences can’t tell how long the canvas is as it is unrolled across a stage, and thus the 
perception of four miles became nested within the perception of the thousands of miles 
represented.603 
                                                
601 Ibid. 
602 For studies on the medium of the moving panorama, see Huhtamo, 2013; Cook, 1963; Morelli and Morelli, 2010, 
58-62.  
603 The only full-length Mississippi panorama that survives is Joseph Egan’s, c.1850, 90 inches high x 348 feet wide, 
held in the collection of the St. Louis Art Museum. 
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Cleveland’s 1869 boulevard-arboretum concept made the sense that it did in part because 
panoramic media were ubiquitous in the period. His plan was not taken up in full, and when he 
was hired as the landscape architect for South Park, he handled its design in a more conventional 
manner. However, the panoramic terms with which he advocated for the boulevards as a 
compendium recur in the Chicago Daily Tribune’s account of the nascent system in an 1873 
editorial titled “The Drives and Parks of Chicago.” It begins by citing the newspaper’s prescient 
1867 advocacy for such a system: 
Six years ago the Tribune called attention to the fact that, with a little good taste and enterprise, Chicago could 
be made the most agreeable and comfortable place of summer-residence on this Continent. Despite the great 
interruption of the fire..., Chicago has gone on in her system of improvements, and to-day presents to the visitor 
an extent of residence-comforts that cannot be found in any other city in this country; and yet the system is but 
partially accomplished.604 
The author turns to notions of the city as a compendium. He extolls the number and features 
of Chicago’s hotels and copiously itemizes the city’s water and rail access to “every” variety of 
meat, fish, fruit, vegetables, and wine: “There is not product of the field, forest, river, or ocean 
that the most luxurious taste can desire that is not to be had in Chicago.”605 Then the author 
returned to the parks and drives, tracing in detail the twenty-five mile route as it began south of 
the built-up downtown area, continued further south to South Park, turned west to proceed along 
the considerable length the park and on out to the west side, then north to trace the city’s western 
periphery through three parks and beyond the northern city limit, and finally returned to the 
lakefront via Lincoln Park. The article explained which portions of the system were complete, 
and which were yet to come. It extolled the system’s singular significance: 
A roadway 300 feet wide, fully planted, hard-rolled, free of dust, and extending six to ten miles, is something 
that is not to be found or enjoyed outside of Chicago; and when this system is further carried out, and includes 
24 miles of similar roadway, passing through no less than six spacious parks, Chicago will present an attraction 
                                                
604 “The Drives and Parks of Chicago,” 1873. 
605 Ibid. 
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and a means of enjoyment such as the natural advantages of no other city will permit. It must of necessity be 
peculiar to this city. It cannot be imitated even, with any degree of success, and, even if it be attempted, there is 
no reason why the Chicago system of parks and boulevards may not be extended indefinitely.606 
The boulevards’ “hard-rolled” surfaces would be the first paved roads outside Chicago’s 
downtown area. The article reinforces the significance of this improvement by invoking the word 
“panorama” to describe the continuity and sensations of extent with which Chicago’s system of 
paved boulevards studded with large parks would render New York’s Central Park small by 
comparison: 
The scenes already witnessed on the six miles of boulevard already completed give promise of what they will be 
hereafter. Vehicles of every kind, in lines each miles long, traveling at all rates of speed, moving to and fro, 
present to the eye a panorama of rare attractiveness. Strangers from New York and other cities visiting these 
boulevards discover how small, contracted, and limited are the enjoyments and attractions of Central Park, 
when compared with even the small proportion of the Chicago system of drives and parks that is now 
completed.607 
Finally, while speculating on the system’s importance for property values in the South 
Division, the author asserts that the system is a circle, describing it as literally a “grand 
encircling.”608 The idea that the park system encircled the city has since been lost, despite the 
fact that the system’s parks and boulevards remain; it is the understanding that they coalesce as a 
circuitous system that has fallen away. The notion of encircling appears nowhere in twentieth- or 
twenty-first century scholarship on the Chicago system. But it surfaces regularly in the popular 
press of the 1870s and ‘80s. For example, an 1872 real estate report in the Chicago Daily 
Tribune reported on the progress of park and boulevard construction and elaborated on the 
                                                
606 “The Drives and Parks of Chicago,” 1873. It preceded this by noting that “this whole series of drives, when 
completed, will furnish nearly 25 miles of continuous boulevard, not including either of the drives along the 
lakeshore, nor the miles of roadway in the numerous series of extensive parks.”  
607 Ibid. Emphasis added. 
608 Ibid. “In the other divisions of the city those drives and parks[’] promise is that, along this grand encircling, 
broad and beautified highway, with its various parks, will in due time be found the residences—the costly homes 
and grounds—of the future wealth and fashion of this great metropolis.” Emphasis added. 
 230 
panoramic logic of the overall plan. It began boosterishly, asserting other American cities’ 
interest in Chicago’s plan: 
Boulevards vs. Parks. Nearly all the principal cities of the United States are either agitating the subject of 
suburban parks or making extensive preparations for improving new parks and boulevards, recently established, 
and prominent citizens in Boston, St. Louis, and other cities, have recently sent to Chicago for copies of our 
Park laws, as models for the organization of Park Commissions in their own cities.609 
Then it identified Alphand’s Paris system as Chicago’s main precedent: “The taste for 
ornamenting cities with public grounds has experienced an extra development during the last few 
years. Paris, with its eleven thousand acres of public grounds in parks and boulevards, has 
become the model for other cities throughout the world. 610 It goes on to characterize Chicago’s 
system as an ingenious enlargement on Central Park in New York City, the primary American 
precedent, by explaining that Chicago’s system is distributed over a much greater geography: 
At first, the general idea of…public pleasure grounds were only of large tracts of land in compact masses in 
different parts of the cities. In nearly all cities it was found impossible to obtain such tracts within a reasonable 
distance, except at great cost. The result is, that the majority of the new parks are remote from the centers of 
population, and though they may be pleasant and accessible places a dozen years hence, are of comparatively 
little pleasure or profit now. The desire for beautiful public grounds accessible and enjoyable at once, has been 
met by the establishment of boulevards, and these are now more popular than large parks. Necessarily the latter 
are conveniently accessible to only a portion of the people of any city, while the boulevards are parks “spun 
out,” so to speak, so as to be equally accessible to ten times as many people, and while they are growing in 
popularity with all that class who have no horses and carriages of their own to drive to the larger and more 
distant parks, they are also popular with all who like to drive where they can meet everybody else.611 
                                                
609 Ibid. 
610 Ibid. 
611 Ibid., emphasis added. The author reports on similar projects in New York, Cincinnati, and St. Louis, each of 
which, it claims, draws on the Chicago model, ibid.: “The increasing popularity of boulevards is shown by the fact 
that, instead of establishing more parks, New York has provided for six great boulevards leading north from Central 
Park. In Cincinnati a fine boulevard extending entirely around the city has been established and improved within the 
last year or two, and in St. Louis a boulevard is projected to extend toward the city from a new park of 1,300 acres 
recently established in its western suburbs. As places of residence, the lots fronting on boulevards are, to the great 
majority of people, more attractive than lots fronting on the more expansive parks. Human nature is gregarious, and, 
while people of good taste avoid narrow streets because they bring neighbors too near, they still like to see 
neighbors’ houses in view across the way. The view from houses fronting on extensive parks is lonesome; trees and 
shrubbery hide the distant throngs of pleasure-seekers, while the narrower limits of boulevards bring them just 
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The idea that the parks and boulevards would coalesce as a larger whole to simultaneously 
display the city to those who traveled its circuit and render its wholeness as a depictable entity, 
so clearly articulated in press coverage of the system’s early construction, was not expressed in 
the 1869 park bills’ language. There are three bills, one each for the West Parks, South Park and 
Lincoln Park.612 In fact, there is no discussion of the parks and boulevards as a system at all. 
Each parks (or set of parks) is described within the confines of the river divisions that contained 
them; they are never described as composing a larger system. The West Parks are addressed first, 
in sixteen pages of text, whereas only nine pages are allotted to each of the other divisions. 
Presumably the length of the West Park entry reflects the complexity of its legislation, which 
significantly expanded the city’s western boundary. 
The three bills, each amended once and all amended together once (for a total of four 
amendments) are dated February through June 1869.613 On March 23, public votes were held to 
ratify the bills establishing the South Park Commission and the West Parks Commission. 
Following a list of 22 polling places in the South Division and 24 polling places in the West 
Division that included its newly incorporated areas, the Chicago Daily Tribune voiced an 
argument for voters to ratify the two bills. This essay, “Address to the People: A Word to 
Capital,” advocates for the South Parks bill in particular and places the city’s natural divisions in 
competition with one another. The authors begin by comparing the respective frontages of New 
York’s Central Park (six miles) and Chicago’s “South Side Park” and adjacent boulevards 
(nineteen miles) and projecting correspondingly larger real estate gains for Chicago, 
                                                                                                                                                       
within that agreeable distance that combines all the life and show of the city under the leafy canopies and within the 
green hedge-rows of the country.” 
612 South Park comprised three distinct sites: two park sites, connected by a plaisance. These would come to be 
known as Jackson Park, Washington Park, and the Midway Plaisance. But for the first twenty or so years of their 
existence, these spaces were subsumed under the name South Park. 
613 For a complete list of the bills, with their names, dates, and amendments, see Appendix A. 
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accompanied by only a fraction of the costs associated with the design of New York’s larger park 
acreage. New York’s Prospect Park is cited as an additional proof of the concept that parks 
increase city revenues. The authors argue that the rise in property values just since the February 
bill’s passage has generated tax revenues sufficient to pay for South Park’s improvement—but 
without ratification, property values will only fall back to their former level. Then, in “a word to 
labor,” the essay reflects on the effects of the system Napoleon commissioned of Alphand: 
We have demonstrated that the park will cost taxpayers nothing. It will cost merchants and workingmen no 
more, but will be the means of adding to their comfort and advantage in many ways. Louis Napoleon, the 
greatest and shrewdest of modern rulers, finds no means so potent for silencing the clamor of the poor, and 
disarming the conspirators against his throne, as by insinuating vast systems of improvement in the parks, 
boulevards, streets and public buildings in Paris and throughout his empire, giving employment to large bodies 
of workingmen, and, by making money plenty, contributing to their property, contentment, and happiness. This 
principle …[illegible] as well in Chicago as in Paris. The opening of the new parks will create a demand for 
labor, make money easy of acquirement, and drive want and care from the door of many a laboring man and 
mechanic. There will be ditching, delving, road making, filling and shoveling of every description for the 
knights of the pick and spade; there will be tree and shrub planting for the gardener; there will be culverts, 
abutments and walls for the mason; arbors, outhouses, lookouts, and ornamental buildings of every variety for 
the carpenter; bridges of iron for workers in iron; and bridges of wood for workers in wood. In one it would be 
hard to specify the kind of labor that will not find employment in the varied description of improvements to be 
projected in the parks. The hundreds of thousands of dollars to be paid out in this way will go directly into the 
pockets of the laboring men of Chicago, to be by them expended for the necessaries and comforts of life and so 
distributed throughout all the avenues of trade, and benefiting every branch of industry.614 
Then the authors frame the question as a matter of economic rivalry among the divisions: 
The establishment of the park will make [the south] section the fashionable residence quarter of the city. 
Immediately will spring up hundreds of private residences, which will furnish employment for whole armies of 
laboring men and mechanics of every grade. But should the South Side bill be defeated, these fine residences 
will go over to the borders of the Lincoln Park on the North Side, where South Side laborers must follow or be 
deprived of work. Surely, it cannot be that there is a working man in the South Division, who, by voting against 
the parks, will take a razor in his hand and deliberately cut his own throat and that of his family.615 
                                                
614 “The Parks," 1869, 4. 
615 Ibid. 
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The authors amplify the theme of economic rivalry by alleging that property owners in the 
vicinity of Lincoln Park are “furnishing the money to defeat the South Side Park” vote and urge 
south siders to fight back at the ballot box.616 They argue that this vote represents the last 
possible change to realize the speculative benefits of a large park: 
Once allow the North Side, by defeating the other measure, to gain a monopoly in the park business, and such a 
tremendous property interest will be created by the owners of lots on Lincoln Park that the money necessary to 
control the Legislature will be to them a mere bagatelle, and by taking possession of that body, they will prevent 
the South Side from ever again procuring the necessary legislation to secure a park, even if the rise in the value 
of property on the South Side, in another two years, does not put a park out of the question on the issue of 
expense.617 
The letter concludes by recounting the resounding failure of a pair of earlier efforts to establish a 
park.618 Branding these as Chicago’s first and second “stupendous follies on the park question,” 
the authors predict that voters will ratify this last, best opportunity to develop a large park for the 
south side.619 
The editorial’s emphasis on competition between the regions foretells the manner in which 
Chicago’s system will be developed as three administratively independent commissions 
according the the 1869 park bills. A flurry of litigation followed the park bills’ ratification; 
claims to lands condemned were litigated all the way, in many cases, to the Illinois Supreme 
Court. Once these were resolved, each commission would form its own board, fund and 
administer its own budget, and hire its own designers.620  This is why today, Chicago’s overall 
                                                
616 Ibid. “It will be worth millions of money to the property owners around Lincoln Park to defeat this measure. 
Now, are the citizens of the South Side such brazen fools as to fall into this trap, and by voting down their park, not 
only damage the value of their own property, but enhance that of their rivals; and besides this, pay for the privilege 
of committing suicide in this way as million of dollars are arising from the sale of their own property to the Illinois 
Central Railroad? That is the question which confronts the citizens of the South Side today; and every man who 
votes against the park, knowing these facts, votes as the fool votes.” 
617 Ibid. 
618 Ibid. The first such proposed park had been located “south of Twenty-second street and west of Clark” 
(significantly closer to Chicago’s downtown than the new proposed site); the second site was “much farther south, 
because land could not be had nearer.” 
619 Ibid. 
620 Tishler, 2000, 27; see his footnote 14. 
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system can’t be associated with the oeuvre of any designer. The individual parks are the work of 
four different designers, while the larger system can only be credited to the state legislature and 
the civic figures who advocated for it. If one of the key rationales for the system was the need to 
integrate the city’s separate divisions in a transportational and perceptual whole by laying hard-
paved roads throughout the city’s furthest reaches, its tripartite administration is paradoxical. 
Each of the park commissions hired a different landscape architect to design its parks and 
boulevards. Nurseryman and landscape gardener Swain Nelson (1828-1917) oversaw conversion 
of a soggy, choleric cemetery to the pleasure ground known as Lincoln Park. The wealthy South 
Park Commission hired the most prominent landscape architects of the day, Frederick Law 
Olmsted and Calvert Vaux, to design South Park. Olmsted’s elision of two distinct sites and a 
communicating greenway under the singular name speaks to his sense of park design as both 
microcosm and template for city planning. His 1868 proposal to link Brooklyn’s Prospect Park 
with other natural areas through the establishment of parkways had been rejected, and 
Manhattan’s commitment to grid-based planning meant its park lands would allocated piecemeal 
on the basis of their unsuitability for building rather than as a vehicle for organizing urban 
development more systematically. But Olmsted and Vaux’s design for South Park expresses the 
philosophy that animated Chicago’s park-boulevard system more broadly: “park” can comprise 
parks, plural, and planning at the scale of plural parks can organize a city. 
The West Parks Commission oversaw the largest geographic division, but this division was 
populated by citizens of modest means. The lands allocated for the West Parks, likely former wet 
prairie sites, were poorly drained and thus unsuitable for other kinds of development. The 
commissioners had taken careful account of Olmsted and Vaux’s work underway at Riverside, 
Illinois, as well as New York’s Central Park and Alphand’s Parisian system. The west side’s 
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smaller tax base led the commissioners to hire local architect William Le Baron Jenney 
(American, 1832-1907) to develop plans for the west division’s parks and eight miles of 
boulevard that would connect to the north and south systems. Jenney had never designed a park 
or a boulevard, but he had recently coauthored an influential manual on architectural theory, and 
he had gained first-hand familiarity with Alphand’s park system during his architectural training 
in Paris during the 1850s.621 Jenney was hired to design parks, squares and boulevards that 
would be distinguished by their insinuation of simultaneous accessibility and distance from both 
the congested urban milieu and the prairie topography to the west. 
This made particular sense in the context of a mediascape characterized by the sensations 
produced in round and moving panoramas. Like panorama, the parks were wholesale 
fabrications. Claimed as vehicles for social reform, they were equally—if not more (as the 
foregoing newspaper articles have shown)—motivated by speculative interests, from marketing 
actual building sites to producing a marketable image of the city. Situated beyond Chicago’s 
western periphery, at the furthest possible reach from the rapidly-developing downtown and 
lakefront, they became nodes in arrangement that reshaped the spatial relations of lakefront and 
western periphery (front and back, inside and outside). The parks’ environs were perceptually 
recast as midpoints in the circuit that began and ended at the lakefront. Garfield Park’s original 
name, “Central Park,” succinctly articulates this objective: it is central not in the overall 
geography of the city, but in the circular route around the city. That is, the most distant point on 
the city’s east-west axis is recast as a kind of center. This reordering of inside and out, near and 
far, mirrors the perceptual geographic displacements that panoramas evince. 
                                                
621 See Jenney and Loring, 1869, esp. “Example G. Plate 1. – Elevation. A country house, in the picturesque Swiss 
style, designed for Col. James H. Bowen, to be erected at Hyde Park, on the lake shore, near Chicago. The building 
is modeled after the Chalet erected in the Park of the Paris exhibition, 1867, for the use of the General 
Commissioners.” 
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Jenney’s boulevards typically included a central commercial drive with pleasure drives, 
bridle paths, and walks on each side, separated by plantings of lawn and trees (all extant in 
2018].622 At points where a boulevard changed direction, Jenney planned landscaped squares, 
essentially small parks serving nearby residents. He proposed fountains, groves, arbors, and 
elaborate flower beds for a number of intersections, and planned formal allées as well as 
picturesque clusters of trees.623 His park plans defined spaces for a variety of uses, including 
sports, civic events, music, landscape appreciation, children’s play, picnicking, and naturalistic 
education. The three parks were to be distinct from one another, yet formally unified.624 
Jenney planned for a complex palette of use, from exertive recreation such as competitive 
sports and military parades, to receptive pastimes including band concerts, picnicking, strolling, 
and boating, as well as didactic displays including a botanical garden, a zoological garden, and a 
glass conservatory housing an exotic winter garden and a propagation house. He proposed an 
eclectic set of park buildings, from Byzantine flights of fantasy to Alpine-esque structures 
inspired by Alphand’s examples in Paris.625 He recommended the construction of lakes to be fed 
by existing artesian wells and suggested artificial streams as a means to deal with drainage and 
store water for zoological and botanical gardens and conservatories. He planned for huge earth 
berms to be constructed with material from the excavation of the lakes and streams in order to 
seclude the park from the noise and spectacle of the adjacent streets. 
The Illinois state legislature determined the parks’ positions amid a projected layout for 
continuing the urban grid. This layout determined the parks’ confrontations and thus their design 
                                                
622 Rainey, 2000, 62. 
623 Ibid. 
624 See Rainey, 2000. The only detailed study of Jenney’s West Parks designs is Reuben Rainey’s short study on 
Garfield Park. Because Jenney’s three designs are consistent with one another, we can extrapolate from Rainey’s 
analysis in order to understand Jenney’s plans for all the three sites. 
625 Ibid., 77. 
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opportunities. In addition to poor drainage, the park sites’ design challenges included near-
flatness, relatively small size, and the question of whether and how to accommodate cross-traffic. 
Figure 5.2 shows Jenney’s designs for the three parks. His design for Douglas Park admitted 
pleasure drivers but offered no accommodation for crosstown commercial traffic. In Garfield 
Park, by contrast, he proposed to accommodate commercial traffic along both Madison and Lake 
Streets. His proposed earth berms would have divided Garfield Park into three pieces that he 
planned to integrate by constructing pedestrian viaducts beneath the streets. It is important to 
remember that at this time, “traffic” meant either pleasure driving or commercial transport. 
Commuter traffic hadn’t developed yet; Chicago’s park and boulevard system was conceived, 
designed and built before the automobile was invented. All traffic in 1870 was horse drawn. 
The 1871 fire occurred just months after Jenney completed his plans, and the resulting 
economic recession prevented much of Jenney’s vision from being developed. Stretches of 
boulevard would be complete by 1873, and these were described, as we have seen, as “parks 
spun out,”626 but work on the three large parks proceeded unevenly and in phases as funds 
allowed into the 1880s. The West Parks Commission’s annual report of 1888 shows that 
ornamental plant conservatories were under construction in Humboldt and Garfield Parks. These 
structures, which appear on numerous postcards (figs. 5.3-5.5), look like miniatures of the 
Crystal Palace at London’s 1851 Great Exhibition and would have beckoned to visitors from 
some distance in the flat topography of the former prairie. At the time of the annual report’s 1888 
publication, no conservatory was yet planned for Douglas Park, which only had an old, utilitarian 
greenhouse, and its lower half, south of Ogden Avenue, had yet to be developed in any 
measure.627 
                                                
626 Chicago Daily Tribune, date. 
627 Fig. 4.6 shows that an ornamental glasshouse would soon be built in Douglas Park as well. 
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By this time, landscape architect Oscar F. DuBuis (Swiss, 1849-1906) held the title of Chief 
Engineer for the West Parks System. Comparison of his drawings of the late 1880s (fig. 5.6) with 
Jenney’s drawings of 1871 (fig. 5.2) show how development was proceeding. In Humboldt Park, 
construction went roughly according to Jenney’s plan, but with some variations, and only the 
northeast section was open. Dubuis’s drawing for Douglas Park is projective, rather than built, 
but it accurately registers that Ogden Avenue was by this time routed directly through the park 
and that the area of the lake had been significantly reduced.628 The issue of traffic routing is 
important for understanding the parks’ positions within the larger system and for appreciating the 
downsizing of the project’s aspirations and construction allowances. 
Construction of South Park was comparably affected. In South Park a five-acre nursery with 
sixty thousand young trees was planted, and grading for roadways, sewers, and planting areas 
was under way when fire broke out in October of 1871.629 The supposedly fire-proof offices of 
the South Parks Commission, where all of the commission’s records and plans for the parks were 
stored, were lost, including Olmsted and Vaux’s topographical surveys and detailed plans.630 A. 
T. Andreas, writing in 1886, relates that prior to the fire, no ornamental work had yet been 
undertaken, and only a tiny slice of park land had opened to the public.631 For this reason, 
Olmsted and Vaux’s direct influence on the site is minimal. When operations recommenced in 
1872, the South Parks Division hired H.W.S. Cleveland to serve as the landscape architect. Work 
                                                
628 According to DuBuis’s obituary in the Peoria Star Newspaper, 17 April 1906, he was a superintendent for the 
West Parks System from 1871 to 1893. He was trained as an architect. He studied for two years at the Polytechnic 
Institute in Winterthur, Switzerland and apprenticed to an architect for for years. He immigrated to the U.S. in 1870 
and was hired by W. L. B. Jenney to assist with the West Parks design. Jenney left that project after the fire of 1871 
“when for the lack of funds the city discontinued the work.” When the Altgeld gubernatorial administration 
dissolved the West Parks Commission for political reasons in 1893, DuBuis was hired by the Lincoln Park 
Commission. One year later he relocated to Peoria, where he was hired to develop a “park and driveway” system for 
that city. The Peoria Park District claims that its “Pleasure Driveway and Park District … organized in 1894, was the 
first park system formed in Illinois.” See “Who We Are,” n.d., n.p., https://www.peoriaparks.org/about-
us/overview/, accessed August 1, 2017. 
629 Andreas, 1884-86, v.3, 167. 
630 Ibid. 
631 Ibid., 167-169. 
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on the parks and the connecting boulevards proceeded apace; roadways were graded, paved, and 
planted, and Andreas reports that a “nursery…along the line of Bayard Avenue” was planted 
with “more than twenty-five thousand specimens, together with evergreens numbering some 
twenty-one thousand specimens, as well as about eight thousand shrubs” in 1872 or 1873.632 This 
language echoes Cleveland’s 1869 call for treating the boulevard as a compendious arboretum, 
and indeed may reflect Cleveland’s own words. 
Andreas reports in 1884 that following the 1871 fire, and due to the difficulty of collecting 
tax revenues at the levied rates in all three divisions, a shortage of funds was met with donations 
of botanical specimens from across the globe. Tens of thousands of seed packets, bulbs, living 
plants and printed botanical resources poured in from “the botanical gardens at St. Petersburg, 
Calcutta, Berlin, Vienna, Prague, Leipsic [sic], Amsterdam, Heidelberg, Zurich, Santiago, 
Palermo, and Melbourne.”633 These donations would supply not only the planting beds in all 
three divisions but, in particular, the ornamental conservatories in the West Parks.  
The “Citizens’” 1869 prediction of financial gains were fulfilled. Writing in 1933, Homer 
Hoyt comments on the increase in the value of “outlying” lands between 1865-73: “The 
period…witnessed a remarkable increase in the value of all the land lying from three to eight 
miles from the center of the city.” Hoyt’s further comments contextualize the increased land 
value in explicit relation to the parks: 
On the fashionable avenues south of the built-up areas on the South Side, there were such gains from 1866 to 
1873 as from $500 to $10,000 an acre at Forty-seventh and State streets, and from $1,000 to $20,000 an acre at 
Fifty-first and Drexel Boulevard [that is, along the boulevard], while some land near the village of Hyde Park 
[adjacent to South Park] is reported to have increased from $100 to $15,000 an acre from 1865 to 1873. Gains 
almost as great were reported near the West Side parks, as land near Garfield (then Central) Park sold for $275 
                                                
632 Ibid., 169. Andreas does not specify wheher this is a nursery in the sense of a utilitarian operation separated from 
public view or literally along the boulevard, as in the sense in which H.W.S. Cleveland advocated in his 1869 
proposal. 
633 Ibid., 169. 
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an acre in 1867 and $4,000 an acre in 1873; near Douglas Park there was a rise in land values of from $500 to 
$3,500 an acre in the same interval, and near Humboldt Park the gain was from $250 to $5,000 an acre from 
1869 to 1873. North of Lincoln Park, from Belmont to Fullerton, land values tripled from 1868 to 1872, with 
lots on Wellington and Barry avenues near the lake selling for $125 a front foot.634 
So too were the editorials’ invocation of the parks and boulevards as panoramas fulfilled by 
the park system’s continued construction. Panoramic maps, views, and guide books demonstrate 
the park system’s role in producing an image of the city. 
 
ENVISIONING THE CITY: PANORAMIC MAPS, VIEWS, AND GUIDES. A. T. Andreas, 
writing in his voluminous 2,304-page History of Chicago in the same year, introduces a 21-page 
entry on the city’s “Parks and Boulevards” by emphasizing the system’s circularity: “As may be 
seen, by reference to the map [fig. 5.7], the boulevard system encircles the entire city, and 
renders the parks readily accessible to the visitor.”635 But despite this assertion of the system as a 
cohesive whole, he subdivides the entry into essays on South Park, the West Side Parks System, 
and Lincoln Park. Under each heading, he offers a detailed account of the legislative process by 
which the commission was established and lands were appropriated; expenditures; land values 
and gains; historical and current conditions of grading, design, construction, and planting; and 
the disposition of the boulevards. Despite Andreas’s initial comments on the system’s holism and 
circularity, his practical treatment reflects the commissions’ separateness.  
The essay is accompanied by numerous illustrations, some of which clearly are redrawn from 
photographs. Figure 5.7 represents the system as it had been established by 1886. Andreas’ 
closely typeset three-volume urban history was published in 1884-1886, the peak of the city’s 
rebirth after the fire and the high point of investment and interest in completing the parks. This 
was also the height of investment in panoramic attraction. Although Andreas does not survey 
                                                
634 Hoyt, 1933, 107. 
635 Andreas, 1886, v.3, 167. Emphasis added. 
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amusements (his only attention to entertainments is his section on “Music and the Drama”), 
volume III (1871-1885) contains several references that confirm the panorama’s currency in 
Chicago in the mid 1880s. Under “Literature”(a section chiefly concerned with Chicago’s 
publishing industry) there is an entry on W. J. Jefferson, who “started in business in a limited 
way with one Gordon press. He now has five small presses and two cylinders, and last year did a 
business of about $35,00. He is now largely interested in panoramas[.]”636 
A similar reference appears in an entry on George Lehman & Son, a firm of masons and 
contractors who “built…the building for the panorama of the Siege of Paris, on Wabash 
Avenue…”637 These entries show that panoramas were a well-known phenomenon in Chicago at 
this time. Investors and builders were involved in their production, and citizens were so familiar 
with them that the surreal experience of seeing the city burned to the ground and then rebuilt on a 
scale an order of magnitude larger than before could best be described by likening it to the 
confounding virtual experiences on offer in panoramas. Andreas demonstrates this as, writing on 
the massive scale of the rebuilding effort following the fire of 1871, he notes, 
But it is not possible for those who saw the city burned; and saw it re-built, to describe the scene so as to make 
it appear real to others. Indeed, they can not make it real to themselves, for both the burning and the re-building 
were so far out of and beyond all the ordinary experiences of life, that the effect was in a sense overpowering, 
and the feelings were more like a dream, or when looking at a panorama, than those of actual life. Of course, all 
knew and felt that the events were terribly real; but they transcended comprehension—were too large to grasp; 
and then, the mind becoming accustomed to that from which it could not turn away, adapted itself to its new and 
strange surroundings.638 
Chicago’s conditions before, during, and after construction of the 1869 park boulevard 
system show how the system began to present the burgeoning city as an imageable whole. Rufus 
Blanchard was a Chicago-based mapmaking company working alongside the more familiar 
                                                
636 Ibid., 691. 
637 Ibid., 91. 
638 Ibid., 54. 
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Rand, McNally & Company. Blanchard’s 1857 Map of Chicago (fig. 5.8) shows a city with little 
designated green space. Union Park occupies an area equivalent to about three city blocks; aside 
from this, we see three spaces of one block in area or smaller. The lands to the west of Union 
Park are shown as large tracts with few roads; these are unsettled and unimproved, as are broad 
swathes of land to the north and south.639 The lakefront is the site of longest development, but 
although Lake Front Park has existed since the 1830s, it is not pictured here. The map shows the 
railroad dominating the shore with the “Catholic Cemetery” and the larger “Chicago Cemetery” 
to the north 
Published in the same year, Charles Sonne’s westward-looking, panoramic Chicago map 
offers a different kind of view (fig. 5.9a). Smaller in the area of its legible coverage, it 
nevertheless describes the improved reaches of the urban region in detail. Here one can read the 
urban grid’s superimposition on the organic topography of lakeshore, river, and Native American 
trails. This detailed view shows the placement of swing bridges on the river. Buildings are drawn 
in sufficient detail that residences are distinguishable from commercial structures and the spaces 
between them are legible. Soldiers shown are shown marching in formation on the rectangular 
strip of greenspace between the railroad and Michigan Avenue known as Lake Front Park (fig. 
5.9b). Union Park lies in the middle of the view on the western horizon (fig. 5.9c); Jefferson Park 
is visible just to its left. This is the western limit of development; beyond lies the prairie. 
Blanchard’s 1862 and 1868 (figs. 5.10 and 5.11) look much like the company’s 1857 version, 
but they are distinguished by the presence, around the edges, of vignettes of “Chicago in 1812” 
and “Old Fort Dearborn” (in the case of the former) and “Union Stock Yards,” “Bird’s-Eye View 
of Chicago in 1823,” and “Chamber of Commerce Chicago” in the case of the latter. These views 
                                                
639 The public square on Block 39, and another to the southeast; Jefferson Park; Holstein Park; Crane & Wessons 
Park. 
 243 
move the maps toward the vernacular of panoramic maps, connecting the plan view with 
perspectival experience and speaking of the city’s development over time.640 Even the use of 
color distinguishes them from the colorless and nearly-colorless earlier versions, making it easier 
to sense the city as a set of smaller arrangements. 
In Blanchard’s 1872 Map of Chicago (fig. 5.12), a new organizing principle appears: the 
newly-commissioned park-boulevard system nearly surrounds the city as a greenbelt. It is not 
rendered as a complete ring: there is a gap between Humboldt Boulevard and Lincoln Park, 
where the system exceeds the city’s northern boundary, and another gap south of Douglas before 
the eponymous “Boulevard” picks up again along Western Avenue. Nor is the lakefront park 
space indicated, despite its long use by this time.641 
From this moment forward, the park-and-boulevard system will be commonly used as a 
graphic to represent Chicago as a visible whole (figs. 5.13 - 5.16). Rand, McNally & Co.’s 1878 
Chicago map (fig. 5.13) includes Lake Front Park and shows portions of the northern boulevard 
and the lakefront boulevard complete. The system’s circularity is emphasized by the use of 
correspondingly green concentric circles that organize the entire city on the basis of radii from 
the Court House—that is, from Block 39, the city’s first designated, designed public landscape. 
Currier & Ives’s 1874 bird’s-eye The City of Chicago (fig. 4.17) presents an outsider’s view of 
the city. This is reflected not only in its apparent uncertainty about the names and identities of 
various features but by its lack of emphasis on the park boulevard system. The system is partially 
                                                
640 See Hébert, 1984, 3-11, for an overview of panoramic mapmaking. See also Nuti, 1999, 103, who writes, “The 
continuing desire for an all-embracing view was satisfied in one of the nineteenth century’s most spectacular graphic 
inventions, the panorama." She continues, “This kind of representation reflects a shift in urban culture, at a time 
when the city was rapidly expanding beyond its centuries-old walls. The loss of interest in global urban form as a 
reference mark and the disappearance of the urban borderline as an architectural element are among the first 
consequences.” The focus of Nuti’s study is the representation of European cities in the renaissance; the author’s 
comments on the panorama demonstrate that these threads persist into the nineteenth century. The prairie was the 
“wall” that Chicago was expanding beyond. 
641 It will appear in a Rand, McNally & Co., map by 1875. 
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represented, so that Lincoln and Humboldt Parks are present but partially cut off by the north 
(right) side of the picture plane. Central and Douglas Parks are visible (Central Park is the 
westernmost feature in the view), but their names are reversed in the labeling at the foot of the 
image. Lake Front Park is labeled “Lake Park.” The Interstate Exposition Building that sits 
within that park is mislabeled “Crystal Palace.” The label “South Side” is misplaced in the heart 
of the downtown area. South Park, as it would have been known then, lies far beyond the 
southern (left) edge of the view. In 1892, the image was reissued (fig. 5.18) from the same 
lithographic stone(s) with additions and revisions. The parks’ names have been corrected and 
new streets and buildings have been lightly sketched into the far west side (near the top of the 
image) in red crayon. Central Park’s horseracing track has been added, but the park’s name has 
not been updated: by this time it was known as Garfield Park.642 
Through the late 1880s, the system corresponds with the city’s outer limits, and Blanchard’s 
maps show it circumscribing the city (figs. 5.12-5.14). By 1897, however, the city has outgrown 
the system: now, the system appears as a green figure in the ground of the city, rather than as the 
frame within which the city is figured (figs. 5.15, 5.16). In this condition, the park-boulevard-
system-as-symbol will persist for decades; it appears as an iconic green figure in numerous city 
maps from the turn of the century through the 1930s. Blanchard’s 1904 map of the Business 
Center of Chicago, Showing Depots, Downtown Hotels, and Public Buildings (fig. 5.19) shows 
only the downtown portion of the much-larger, city-scaled system, but it bounds this geography 
with the symmetry of the green spaces: to the west are Union, Jefferson, and Vernon Parks and a 
north-south stretch of boulevard, and on the east is the thick vertical form of Lake Front Park, 
                                                
642 A water feature has been added to Douglas Park. The clouds have been redrawn. The lakefront north of the 
Chicago River is much more developed. There are some new bridges and chutes in the foreground, and the open 
space north of the Interstate Exposition Building has been converted to a ball field. The buildings lining Michigan 
Avenue are many stories higher and are somewhat architecturally specific to the structures standing at that time. 
New piers have been added, and one sailboat has been replaced with a steamship. 
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annotated by an adjacent portion of lake captioned “Proposed Extension of Lake Front Park.” 
These eastern and western bookends are linked by the green horizontal that is Jackson 
Boulevard. The other organizing principles in this map are the organic blue line of the Chicago 
River, and the lakefront itself: park spaces are as important, as an organizing principle, as these 
other geographical features. 
In 1910, 1911, 1912 and 1916 maps (figs. 5.20 - 5.23), the green of the park spaces is 
overwhelmed in diagrammatic significance by the use of red to mark the city’s boundaries and 
the crosshairs of the house numbering system. By about 1930, the green symbol is no longer 
rendered in green and is dwarfed by the scale of the mapped area (figs. 5.24, 5.25). This 
corresponds with the parks’ and boulevards’ overall decline in use, maintenance, recognition and 
reputation. 
 
PANORAMA OF CHICAGO, 1886. An 1886 souvenir guide to Chicago describes the city in 
expressly panoramic form, linking a horseshoe-shaped view from the lakefront over the city with 
panoramic forms and attractions. Bound between hard cloth covers embossed with the title, the 
Panorama of Chicago arrays just one image across four accordion-folded leaves (fig. 5.26a). 
This publication associates the medium of the round panorama with the idea of seeing Chicago 
in an all-embracing view. Read from left to right, the view begins with a look south along the 
lakeshore (fig. 5.26b). The railroad hugs the waterfront; a steam engine delivers seven passenger 
cars along the nearest track. Between the tracks and Michigan Avenue lies “Lake Park,”643 where 
dark gray textural marks indicate a green lawn organized into geometric shapes by a curving 
network of pedestrian paths. Figures in the park observe the conventions of promenading, from 
their formal dress and hats to the walking sticks and parasols they carry as they move arm-in-arm 
                                                
643 Rand McNally and other guides refer to it as Lake Front Park. 
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and keep to the paths. Pedestrians ambling in the roadway outnumber vehicles by more than two 
to one: only three horse-drawn carriages are visible, moving not in designated lanes but down the 
middle of the road. Bordered on one side by the railway and on the other by the road, Lake Park 
is inextricably affiliated with urban transportation, just as Chicago’s newer large parks were.644 
Buildings lining the view south along Michigan Avenue are drawn in one-point perspective. 
The peaked, tiled roof of the nine-story Pullman Building, completed just two years prior, 
occupies the immediate foreground, for this view originates from its roof. Labels in the margin 
call out important, recently-completed buildings: Leland Hotel, Dearborn Street Depot (1885). 
Nine smokestacks pump dark coal streaks into the sky in just this first of the panorama’s four 
panels. A steam engine and several steamships add their own dark trails to the view; a chimney 
in the middle ground emits white steam. 
Continuing into the second panel (fig. 5.26c), more of the Pullman Building’s roof structure 
becomes visible, complicated by various tiled peaks surrounding a lightwell. The Board of 
Trade’s (1885) 320-foot clock and bell tower dominates a horizon that is also broken by the 
smokestack of the Sugar Refinery. The Chicago Custom House and Post Office (1878), 
overlapping the Board of Trade, is the most completely visible façade in this part of the view. 
The Farwell Building (1886), indicated by label, lies too far away, on the right side of Adams 
Street, to be distinguishable. Innumerable chimneys and skylights dot rooftops in the fore and 
middle grounds. Adams Street’s cobbled brick surface recedes into the western distance. 
On the north side of Adams Street, graphic liberties have been taken with the urban 
geography. Whereas the tiled turrets in the foreground are those of the Pullman Building on 
which we stand, the building that appears to stand across the street to the north actually sits 
                                                
644 Pick up this point further on: Lake Park is inextricably affiliated with urban transportation, and so are the large 
parks legislated in the 1869 park bill…does the park bill reflect this? This is a good way to segue from the 
Panorama to the park history. 
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further west, across the north-south alley that runs parallel to and between Michigan and 
Wabash. And while the label beneath identifies this building as the Palmer House Hotel, rebuilt 
in 1875 after its demise in the fire, it is in fact the A. H. Revell Building, identifiable by 
comparison with a drawing in Rand, McNally’s 1893 Bird’s Eye Views and Guide to Chicago 
(fig. 5.57).645 
Labels across the top of the third panel indicate the Court House (1885) and Opera House 
(1885), Northwestern Depot (1885) and Chicago and Northwestern Wells Street Station (1881) 
(fig. 5.26d). The Sherman House and Tremont House, prominent hotels, are indistinguishable in 
the view. The placement of their labels across the top belies indicate their actual positions in the 
view, but this point does not matter much since they themselves are invisible. What these labels 
do establish is a general relational distribution of these well-known institutions. 
Approaching the fold between the third and fourth panels, the north/south alley that runs west 
of Michigan Avenue intersects Monroe Street as it runs east and west (figs. 5.26d-e). Continuing 
into the fourth panel, we can see that a circular building topped with skylights and an American 
flag sits on the northeast corner (fig. 5.26e). The label in the lower margin identifies this 
building: Panorama. That word is echoed, indistinctly, on the marquee above the south-facing 
entrance—the only visible signage in the entire image.  
In order to achieve this convergence, the illustrator has had to take the liberty of erasing a 
building.646 The Powers building, which stood on the lot just south of the panorama building, 
                                                
645 The number 3 indicates the A.H. Revell Building; the number 8 indicates the Chicago Fire Cyclorama. 
In this drawing, the lawns and geometrically disposed paths of Lake Front Park appear to continue all the way north 
through at least Madison Street. Maybe this was true by the time this guide was published; but in 1886 it was not. 
The Rand, McNally illustration indicates that the Palmer House stands another block away, at the southeast corner 
of State and Monroe. This is corroborated by Robinson’s Map of Chicago, 1886. 
646 This is evident if we compare figs. 4.26e and 4.27 (Pano of Chicago and Rand McNally): The Powers Building 
(later known as the Harvester Building and as the McCormick Buiding, per Randall, 1949, 113), numbered 7 in the 
Rand, McNally guide, is wholly absent from the Panorama of Chicago. Robinson’s 1886 Fire Atlas of Chicago (fig. 
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was new; like many of the other structures labeled in the view, it was completed in 1885. But 
unlike the others, it has been omitted, and we find ourselves gazing directly at the Panorama.647 
Whereas we have seen several discrepancies between the labels and the distant and oblique 
portions of the Panorama of Chicago’s view, this is a significant architectural discrepancy in the 
foreground. It is an important example of creative license, without which the entire conceit of the 
guide would be less compelling, if not lost.648 That is, if the illustrator had not erased the Powers 
building from the view, the panorama building would have been invisible, and thus the guide’s 
reference to the panorama would end with its title and format.  
Continuing further into the fourth panel, the view looks north along Michigan Avenue. The 
North Side Water Works is indicated by label, but it is too far away, blocks north of the river, to 
be legible.649 At the far right side of the fourth panel, in the immediate foreground, we find a 
closeup view of the Interstate Exposition Building (1872). Its permanent glass and metal 
structure housed a variety of spectacular expositions and events, including national political 
conventions in 1880 and 1884 and, importantly, the first panorama ever shown in Chicago, Paris 
by Moonlight (1875)—a point to which we shall return.650 
The Panorama of Chicago renders the city in a manner that is panoramic in five senses of the 
word. First, its title echoes that sense of panorama that refers to printed, illustrated compendiums 
of urban data—books that purport to contain whole cities, typified by Thomas Allen’s 1830 
                                                                                                                                                       
4.24) confirms the position of this structure, which would have obscured the view of the panorama rotunda at the 
time of the guide’s publication. 
647 The Panorama appears as item 8 in the Rand-McNally drawing (fig. 4.27) and as “PANORAMA” in the 
Robinson Atlas (fig. 4.34a-c). 
648 The panorama rotunda housed Theophile Poilpot’s Panorama of the Battle of Shiloh. 
649 On the east side of Michigan Avenue we see a row of unidentified buildings. North of these lies an undeveloped 
open space. Its ground is indicated with the same color as the lawn in Lake Park, but the absence of paths or 
promenaders, not to mention its adjacency to the rail complex on the southern bank of the Chicago River’s mouth, 
indicate that this is a different kind of open space, perhaps a parade ground. Robinson’s Atlas (fig. 4.34b) confirms 
that this is undeveloped ground and identifies the buildings to the south as military structures. 
650 The Interstate Exposition Building would stand until 1892, when it was demolished to make way for the Chicago 
Art Institute, which would be located a few blocks south. 
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Panorama of London, discussed in Chapter Four. Second, the elongated rectangular composition 
refers to the wide-format landscape images that then, as now, were called panoramas. But rather 
than a wide-angle view drawn in two-point perspective, this composition is drawn with the 
multiple-vanishing point perspective that is deployed inside circular panoramas, which brings us 
to the third way the guide invokes the panorama: the guide’s broad horizontal format is a direct 
adaptation of the circular panorama, and of the horizontal drawings that explicated circular 
panoramas, such as Barker’s panorama of Edinburgh from Calton Hill (fig. 4.9). But whereas 
Barker’s prints can be reordered to demonstrate the set’s 360-degree circularity (fig. 5.28), the 
Panorama of Chicago presents a view that is less than 360 degrees: the blank expanse of the lake 
has been omitted, presumably to save printing costs. On the other hand, it is much more than 180 
degrees; a 180-degree view would terminate in the middle of Michigan Avenue at both left and 
right, as I have illustrated in figure 5.29. Less than 360 degrees, but more than 180 degrees: this 
image’s angle of view is approximately 270 degrees, as diagrammed in figure 5.30. 
The composition’s 270-degree perspective is best understood by bending the paper into a 
curve. This implies a 360-degree view despite the omission of a 90-degree expanse of blank lake 
horizon. The omission of the lake makes the composition more effective than if it were a full 
circle: a full circle on this small scale would exclude the viewer’s head, whereas at 270 degrees 
the omission of the lake creates an opening in the curve that accommodates the viewer’s 
embodied gaze. 
Fourth, the composition’s reference to round panoramas is further reinforced by its rendering 
from a vantage point—the roof of the Pullman building at the corner of Michigan Avenue and 
Adams Street—whose size corresponds to the size of a viewing platform in a cyclorama. Fifth, 
the fact that the printed word panorama appears three times—once in the title, once as a caption, 
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and once in the view—in a guide containing only 64 words underscores the word’s cultural 
currency as it highlights the organizing principle of the guide. Together, these five features 
emphasize and reinforce the notion of panoramic or immersive perception to say something of 
interest about Chicago. But what is the nature of that interest? 
The image in Panorama of Chicago, while drawn, is likely based on photographs. Several 
sources associate the Wittemann Brothers’s view books from this period with the German 
publisher Louis Glaser.651 The images were printed from multiple lithographic stones: 
Although they are referred to as “photo-views,” the pictures in these small, popular albums were not 
photographs. They were printed with stone, in a multi-pass process that displayed a range of tones not possible 
with ordinary lithographic printing. When covered with varnish, the pictures looked as it they had been printed 
in an emulsion, like a photograph.652 
This raises the question of why the publisher would transform photograph into drawings only to 
print them with a multi-pass stone photolithographic process whose strength is to render a 
photographic range of tones? Perhaps tonal range of the multi-stone process, which was greater 
than a single stone or plate could produce, necessitated a hand-separation process that was most 
expediently accomplished by hand-rendering.653 This would also explain why the Wittemanns 
later abandoned this medium in favor of the new process of photogravure, the medium in which 
                                                
651 See “Glaser/Frey Collection of American Viewbooks,” Library of Congress, n.d., n.p., 
http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/2004668784/, accessed October 24, 2017. 
652 See “Souvenir Album of the Catskill Mountains,” n.d., n.p, http://www.catskillarchive.com/glaser/index.htm, 
accessed May 6, 2017. The Melton Prior Institute details the Glaser/Frey lithographic process, illustrations made by 
altering photographs; see “Handdrawn Photo-Views by Louis Glaser, n.d., n.p., 
http://www.meltonpriorinstitut.org/pages/textarchive.php5?view=text&ID=100&language=English, accessed 
November 9, 2017. The Clark Art Institute catalogs an 1877 view book, Montreal, as photolithographic illustrations 
from photographs. It contains a three-panel panorama followed by a series of separate views on its accordion-folded 
leaves; see “Glaser/Frey Collection of American Viewbooks”, n.d., n.p. [digital resource]. They hold one other such 
item, Album of Pennsylvania R.R. Scenery, c.1880. This item’s data appears at the bottom of plate 12: “Published & 
Copyrighted, 1880, Wittemann Bros., 45 Murray St., New York, Sole Agents for North America for Louis Glaser’s 
Souvenir Albums.” Following this is a catalog page: “Souvenir Albums Containing Photo-Views of all Notable 
American Scenery, Summer Resorts, Cities, Etc., Reproduced From Photographs by Louis Glaser’s Process, and 
Published by Wittemann Brothers, 45 Murray St., New York.” 
653 For a related study of panoramic issues urban photography, see Hales, 1984, 77-96. He uses the word 
“panorama” only in the most general sense, but his arguments dovetail with my theory that the parks are boulevards 
are produced by images. 
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they produced dozens more view books in the 1890s. Adolph Wittemann, working by turns 
independently and with his brother, Charles, published and copyrighted scores of souvenir view 
books using the Glaser lithography method from the late 1870s through the 1880s.654 Unlike 
other publishers of souvenir view books, who specialized in regional imagery, the Wittemanns 
published scenes from cities throughout the United States.655 These were often printed on 
accordion-folded leaves bound between ornately embossed hard covers that could fit into a vest 
pocket.656 
The Panorama of Chicago is unusual among the Wittemann’s view books as one of only 
three that present a panoramic image and possibly the only one that presents the panorama view 
unaccompanied by other, traditionally-formatted views.657 Only one other Wittemann publication 
uses the potential of the accordion-fold format to similar effect. The Wittemann Brothers’ 1879 
view book of New York, Brooklyn, and Vicinity adopts an imagined aerial viewpoint above and 
just north of the Brooklyn Bridge to present a pair of separate 180-degree views that are nearly 
contiguous and together comprise about 345 degrees.658 That the Wittemanns published only two 
expressly circular panoramic views, and that the second of these was of Chicago, suggests a 
confidence that audiences there were prepared understand this city in terms of panoramic 
associations. 
                                                
654 In the late 1880s they transitioned into traditionally paginated view books printed in collotype; no super-wide 
panoramic views appear from that point. But then there is the 1893 Panoramic View of the Exposition. 
655 Gottfried, 2013, 28. View books were popular from the early 1870s through the turn of the century. Gottfired 
identifies the three major producers as the Wittemann Bros., New York; The Chisholm Bros. of Portland ME, and 
the Ward Brothers of Columbus, OH. 
656 Ibid. 
657 The 1877 Montreal includes a panoramically formatted view across three panels and also includes traditioal 
perspectives. It does not include the word “panorama” in any way nor show a panorama in the view. 
658 The first view, captioned “New York, Seen From Brooklyn Bridge Tower,” begins at left by looking south 
toward Governor’s Island and rotates to the southwest, west, northwest and north along the East River front, past 
dozens of captioned sites and the bridge itself and terminating with a view north toward “Williamsburgh” and 
“Grand St. Hook.” The second view, captioned “Brooklyn, Seen From New York Bridge Tower is printed beneath 
the first and picks up where the first left off. It pans northeast, east, southeast, and south along the riverfront, past the 
bridge again and terminating with a view toward Staten Island. My discussion of Bachmann’s works in Chapter 
Three addresses panoramic issues in images of New York City. 
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Panoramic inferences resurface in an 1889 visitor guide and souvenir view book, Tally-Ho: 
Coaching Through Chicago’s Parks and Boulevards. Combining an eight-page text description 
of the boulevard circuit with 36 photogravure views along the way, it is useful for comparison 
with Panorama of Chicago. Its first view confirms the layout of the curvilinear Lake Park 
circulation paths shown in Panorama as well as the condition of the turf, the distribution of trees 
(actually a double allée), and the distribution of pedestrians and vehicles. The second image 
shows that at least some of the boulevards remained unpaved in 1889, their grand proportions 
and immaculate, elaborate plantings notwithstanding. Numerous photogravures detail the parks’ 
and boulevards’ ornate plantings and vegetated arrangements, as well as their racing tracks, 
casinos, and many other amenities. 
Tally-Ho! includes, as a frontispiece, a map engraved by Rand, McNally & Co. entitled “Park 
and Depot Map of Chicago” (fig. 5.31a). The map presents the park and boulevard system as a 
more complete ring than any of the maps already discussed. It shows Humboldt Boulevard 
stretching all the way from Logan Square to Lincoln Park, even though in fact the stretch 
between the river and Lincoln Park had not yet been transformed into a boulevard.659 And rather 
than terminating the indication of the boulevards where they reach the lake front, the map uses 
green to trace the north-south boulevards along the lake front and integrates Lake Front Park in 
the design. Finally, it shows the boulevard leading south from Lincoln Park in green. The only 
break in the circuit appears at the mouth of the Chicago River. 
Looking closely, we can see that the railroad depots, all located in the downtown area, are 
indicated by numerals, and they too are highlighted in green. Despite the map’s placement in a 
guide to the park and boulevard system and its graphic focus on that system, its title is not “Park 
                                                
659 This segment of the boulevard system was planned but never constructed. The original plan was to boulevardize 
Diversey Avenue—which lies a long block or so north of Humboldt Boulevard—to complete the circuit. 
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and Boulevard Map of Chicago” but rather “Park and Depot Map of Chicago.” Too small to 
notice otherwise, the depots have been called out by the label “TO RAILROAD DEPOTS” 
(printed at the far right). This label generates six radiating lines that draw the eye to numbered 
points indicating the depots’ respective locations. Without such indication, they would be lost in 
a larger design whose main graphic interest is the park-boulevard circuit. 
The rays also draw the eye to Chicago’s downtown core, from which distances to the further 
reaches of the city are indicated with one-, two-, three-, four-, and five-mile concentric rings that 
emanate from the heart of downtown.660 The four-mile ring is different from the rest: rather than 
a fine black line, it is traced in green, at a thickness identical to the width of the line denoting the 
boulevards (fig. 5.31b). And like the boulevard circuit, the four-mile ring’s green highlighting 
begins and ends at the lake front. While the fine black rings continue into the water of the lake, 
the highlighting does not. This use of color and line weight creates the impression of a curved 
thoroughfare, but of course it is only a distance marker. The graphic abstraction argues that the 
boulevard system is, itself, a ring, notwithstanding the straight lines and right angles with which 
it conforms to the street grid. The green circle is further highlighted with green text—the only 
colored text in a graphic whose text is otherwise all black: “4 MILE CIRCLE.” Two of the six 
green shapes indicating the large park spaces of the system sit on this line, while a third lies just 
west of it. The circle guides the eye to the western greenspaces that lie about four miles from 
downtown. The western border of the city lies just beyond Garfield Park, the westernmost point 
in the circuit.  
Just as the map organizes the complexity of the urban fabric into a knowable whole, the park 
and boulevard system organizes that complexity in real space, and the person who tours the 
                                                
660 The rings emanate from the intersection of State and Madison streets; this is emphasized by the notation on one 
of the rings, “3 Miles From Corner of State and Madison Sts.” The other rings are labeled “2 miles,” “5 miles,” etc. 
These are drawn with a fine black line; their concentric curves contrast with the grid structure of the city. 
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system has circumambulated the city and knows its extent and disposition. The system was 
conceived and described in panoramic terms for an audience that was surely familiar with 
panoramic media, which suffused popular media more generally. Indeed, the impending 
resurgence of international interest in the round panorama would materialize on a significant 
scale in Chicago. Notwithstanding Chicago’s omission from virtually all scholarship on the 
panorama’s history, not to mention the omission of the panorama from virtually all accounts of 
the city’s history, Chicago was a center for the production and consumption of panoramas. The 
significance of this fact is not that panoramas or panoramic media “caused” parks or park 
systems to be designed as they were. Rather, the emergence and popularity of the panorama in 
Chicago confirms that panoramic media were familiar and relevant to Chicago audiences, and it 
confirms that the “age of the world view” and the age of the “world-as-exhibition,” which would 
be epitomized  in the World’s Columbia Exposition of 1893, did not spring solely from 
developments in other cities, but rather emerged from a deeper affiliation between images and 
the concept of immersive overview that began to shape the city in 1869. That Chicago’s parks 
were understood as iterations of a panoramic vernacular affords insight into the “period eye” 
with which these landscapes were experienced.  
 
CHICAGO’S PANORAMAS. Chicago was a panoramic city. That is, the city was a center for 
the production and consumption of panoramic attractions, and it was a city in which the logic of 
immersive media was deployed to organize space and to boost the city’s image in the eyes and 
minds of residents and onlookers. As park and boulevard construction began in Chicago in the 
1870s, the second international wave of panorama activity was unfolding.661  While the century’s 
                                                
661 Chicago did not participate in the first wave because it was then home to the long-established Native American 
Potawatomi. Its transition from Native to white settlement began in the 1830s, after the first international wave of 
the panorama’s interest. 
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middle decades saw the round panorama eclipsed by the rise in the United States of the related 
medium of the moving panorama, interest in the sine qua non of panoramic media—the 
panorama itself—resurfaced across the Western world in the 1870s. The medium’s return to the 
fore was catalyzed by three factors. First, the great exhibitions, which drew upon the affect and 
disposition of the panorama, had the effect of reanimating the medium’s relevance. Second, the 
Franco-Prussian War of 1870-71 was the subject of a great deal propaganda, and the panoramic 
medium was appropriated for that purpose.662 Third, as viewers flocked to panoramic 
exhibitions, investors saw an opportunity to capitalize on this renewed interest. Companies and 
international networks sprang up, the largest and most notable of which was the Societé des 
Panoramas Belgiques, with offices and presentation spaces across Europe, the United States, and 
South America.663 
Chicago’s panoramas represent the full range of panorama subject matter, including military, 
religious, and geographic scenes. Military propaganda played an important role in the second 
panorama wave. Painters developed modes of imaging that could be interpreted differently by 
different audiences: “what one observer interpreted as the military might of a besieger was seen 
by someone else as the heroic resistance of the besieged.”664 But if the preponderance of second-
wave panoramas depicted military conflicts, part of their interest was the specific geographic 
settings themselves, and a number of panoramas focused exclusively on landscape scenes. 
Religious scenes comprised the third category of panorama iconography. 
Historians have largely overlooked Chicago’s role in the second wave of international 
panorama production and consumption. Table 5.1, which organizes the history of Chicago’s 
                                                
662 There were at least seven panoramas at the Great Exhibition of 1889 in Paris, and nine at the 1900 Exhibition—
several of these latter were variations on the theme and prefigure cinema. See Comment 1999 71-76. 
663 Comment, 1999, 66-67. 
664 Ibid., 67. 
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panorama activity by date and rotunda location, shows that Chicago was an active site for the 
production and consumption of panoramas. Table 5.2 itemizes panoramas that were produced by 
Chicago painters and companies for presentation in other cities.  
The first panorama ever shown in Chicago, Paris by Moonlight, was mounted in a rotunda 
inside the Interstate Exposition Building at the lakefront in 1875. Although there is no further 
information about it, its presentation confirms that Chicagoans would have been familiar with the 
medium by this time. The city’s boom began in earnest with the 1883 opening of Paul 
Philioppoteaux’s (French, 1846-1923) Panorama of the Battle of Gettysburg.665 Immensely 
successful, this panorama would enjoy a twelve-year run. It was quickly followed by Félix 
Philippoteaux’s (French, 1815-1884) Siege of Paris (mounted in Chicago in 1884-85) and 
Theophile Poilpot’s (French, 1848-1915) Battle of Shiloh (presented in Chicago in 1885-86).  At 
least seven additional panoramas were mounted in at least six different Chicago rotundas before 
the turn of the century. 
The Poole Brothers’s (Chicago) 1898 Bird’s-Eye View of the Business District of Chicago 
clearly shows the locations of Chicago’s three longest-standing rotundas (fig. 5.32a-d).666 
Looking closely, the pair of rotundas standing at Wabash Ave. and Hubbard Court are shown in 
accurate architectural detail (fig. 5.32c). The westernmost rotunda’s entrance faces diagonally 
into the intersection, an arrangement that matches period photographs. The rotundas stand just 
one block from Lake Front Park. Figure 5.32d shows the panorama that faced Lake Front Park 
across Michigan Avenue between Madison and Monroe streets. This is the same panorama 
                                                
665 This was the first of three versions of the same panorama, all overseen by Philippoteaux. The second was 
completed in 1884 for Boston, and is the version which currently on view at the Gettysburg National Military Park 
in Pennsylvania. 
666 Poole Brothers was a prolific and influential Chicago-based printing and publishing company. It was founded in 
1870 by George Amos and William H. Poole. George had been a co-founder of Rand, McNally & Co. in Chicago in 
1868. 
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depicted in Wittemann’s 1886 Panorama of Chicago. Robinson’s Fire Atlas confirms the 
positions of the three rotundas in figures 5.33a-c. 
Although Chicago’s rotundas are unmentioned in any panorama literature, Daniel Bluestone 
recently used the Poole Brothers’s 1898 panoramic map to illustrate an essay on Chicago 
architectural history. Despite Louis H. Sullivan’s transition from “shirt front” designs to “all 
around structures,” the architect continued to design examples of the former into the early 
twentieth century, and in one case, a shirt front building replaced a round building. The round 
building in question was the panorama rotunda on Michigan Avenue.667 
Bluestone’s suggestion that Sullivan was “grappling with the politics and ethics of display in 
the modern city,” and that by developing “all-around buildings,” the architect “envision[ed] and 
help[ed] develop the city itself as a panorama”—that is, as “a place where human passion and 
emotion can be channeled and framed by art and beauty,” which Bluestone acknowledges as the 
cyclorama’s province—suggests that the currency of panoramic media offers meaningful context 
for understanding urban history.668 But whereas Bluestone’s association between the panorama 
rotunda and Sullivan’s shirt-front building design functions a concluding flourish, I see a more 
significant association between the roles played by the panorama (read as the hybrid, interactive 
construct of painting, rotunda, and location) and the large park and park system (read as the 
hybrid, interactive construct of image, space, and urban geography).  
                                                
667 Bluestone, 2013, 97. He writes, “…this exercise in shirt-front design replaced the earlier Cyclorama Building. 
This building housed an all-encompassing circular painting that captured the horror and spectacle of the 1871 
Chicago fire. Close by, two other panorama buildings had been built in the 1800s – one with a religious theme 
related to Jerusalem and the other portraying the third and decisive day in the battle of Gettysburg. Hundreds of 
thousands of people went into these buildings to be enveloped by historic scenes that captured the range of human 
passion, spirit, and emotion.” Furthermore, “Ironically, the Cyclorama Building’s site [being subsequently] occupied 
by one of Sullivan’s important shirt-front designs usefully reminds us of Sullivan’s ability to envision and help 
develop the city itself as a panorama, a place where human passion and emotion can be channeled and framed by art 
and beauty. This is an important legacy of Sullivan grappling with the politics and ethics of display in the modern 
city.” 
668 This is the only mention of the panorama in the existing literature of urban history on Chicago. 
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The panoramas shown in the downtown rotundas pictured in the 1898 map appear in multiple 
period visitor guides. An 1892 guide, Chicago by Day and Night. The Pleasure Seeker’s Guide 
to the Paris of America, gathers photographs of each rotunda together on one page (fig. 5.34).669  
The 1892 Artistic Guide to Chicago describes two panoramas in a section headed “Theatres and 
Amusements.” The entry for the panorama of the Battle of Gettysburg reads, 
Located on the northeast corner of Wabash Avenue and Panorama Place. Take Wabash or Cottage Grove 
Avenue cars. An historical representation of one of the great battles of the Civil War. From a central elevation 
you view the contending armies in the full heat of strife. Look where you may you see wide stretches of country 
dotted by small groves, with fields of golden grain between. Here are regiments with broken ranks in hand to 
hand conflict. There are battalions in battle array moving steadily on to the scene of conflict. The smoke of 
cannon and the flash of steel are all about you. The wounded, the dying and the dead are scattered about the 
field. You are in the midst of black-browed war with all its attendant horrors and its heroic inspirations. Open 
day and evening.670 
Following this appear entries for the Casino, the Chicago Opera House, the Columbia 
Theatre, the Criterion Theatre, Epstein’s New Dime Museum, the Grand Opera House, the 
Halsted Street Opera House, Havlin’s Theatre, Haymarket Theatre, Hooley’s Theatre, H. R. 
Jacobs’ Academy, H. R. Jacobs’ Clark Street Theatre, Jacob Litts’ Standard Theatre, Kohl & 
Middleton’s South Side Dime Museum, the Libby Prison Museum, Lyceum Theatre, McVicker’s 
Theatre, the New Windsor Theatre, and finally, the Panorama of Niagara Falls. Of this, the guide 
notes, 
Situated at the corner of Wabash Avenue and Hubbard Court. This is the monster painting that had such a 
successful run in London, England, coming straight to this city from there. It was painted by the celebrated 
French artist, Paul Philippoteaux. It is fifty feet in height and 410 feet in circumference, while four tons of paint 
are spread on the canvas. The point of view is the top of the old museum on the Canada side, and the two great 
falls, Goat Island, the Maid of the Mist, Suspension Bridge, and all the other well known Niagara features, are 
portrayed with a realism and accuracy of detail that is almost startling. Two dioramas by the same artist are 
shown without charge to visitors. They are a very good view of the Whirlpool rapids and a highly colored 
                                                
669 Chicago: Thomas and Zimmerman, 1892. Robinson’s Fire Atlas shows the three permanent panoramas (figs. 
4.35a-c). 
670 Artistic Guide to Chicago, 1892, 122. 
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Southern scene—Cotton Picking on the Mississippi. The exhibition is well worth a visit from all strangers. 
Open daily and Sundays 10 to 10.671 
Another visitor guide intimates in its formatting the shared significance of parks and 
panoramas. Its title, The Heart of Chicago at a Glance. Free Guide to the Theaters, Art 
Galleries, Museums, Parks, Panoramas, Palaces, Clubs, Libraries, Societies, uses differing 
typefaces to group these attractions (fig. 5.35). Theaters, art galleries, and museums form the 
first category; clubs, libraries, and societies are the third. The second category comprises parks, 
panoramas, and palaces. Inside, the two panoramas then open appear on page 7, under the 
heading “National Panoramas”: The Battle of Gettysburg, and Niagara Falls, whose rotundas 
faced each other across Wabash at Hubbard Court. (A third, Panorama of the Burning of 
Chicago, would open in the Michigan Avenue rotunda in April of that year.) Each receives a 
description, followed a few pages later by the suggestion that visitors make a tour of the park and 
boulevard system for a “comprehensive view” of the city.672 
Table 5.1 represents Chicago’s panorama activity. It details which canvases were exhibited in 
each of eight panorama rotundas. This count includes the rotunda inside the Interstate Exposition 
Building, where Paris by Moonlight was shown in 1875, as well as the three downtown 
panoramas, another rotunda at Michigan Avenue and 15th Street, a rotunda that stood at 57th and 
Stony Island as part of the exhibition known as “the Fair Behind the Fair,” and the two 
panoramas that stood on the Midway during the 1893 fair. It also itemizes panoramas produced 
by Chicago-based panorama companies for display in Australia and New Zealand; a panorama 
                                                
671 Ibid., 128-131. 
672 Heart of Chicago, 1991, 7-8. Visitors “…Can hire a cab very cheaply by the hour, by making arrangements with 
the drive before starting (see legal rates for cabs on page 11) and thus visit all points of interest, boulevards and 
parks; or by taking first one cable line and then another—the North Side Cable takes you through the whole of the 
North Side and Lincoln Park and Zoological Gardens for 5c.—The West Side Cable to Douglas or Garfield Parks 
and the Wabash Avenue or State Street Cables give you a comprehensive view of the great South Side, and take you 
to Jackson Park and Washington Park. There are no cars on Michigan Avenue or the Grand Boulevards.” The facing 
page is a list of the seven parks (seven including Lake Front Park) plus Fischer’s Garden, a “beautiful and popular 
outdoor restaurant and beer-garden.” 
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storage unit belonging to the Reed & Gross company; and a ninth panorama rotunda that stood in 
the Riverview fairground and operated in the early 1900s.  
This table represents an extensive and unprecedented survey of Chicago’s panorama activity, 
but it is surely incomplete. While the number and location of panorama rotundas is likely 
complete, or nearly so, it is likely that these rotundas exhibited other panoramas in addition to 
the ones I have itemized; more information on the latter may become available in the future.673 
Table 5.3 identifies incorporation papers for Chicago panorama companies.674 It shows that 
Chicago investors produced panoramas not just for display in Chicago but also for mounting 
other cities, including New Orleans, Philadelphia, Kansas City, Minneapolis, San Francisco, 
Cleveland, New York City, Washington, D.C., Buffalo, London, and Mexico City. Table 5.4 
represents a partial inventory of moving panoramas described in the Chicago Daily Tribune. 
Although not exhaustive, this data confirms that Chicago was a center for panoramic activity and 
that citizens and visitors would have been familiar with such attractions. 
Chicago’s park and boulevard system emerged in the context of a media culture that was 
shaped by panoramic attractions. Parks and panoramas were described with similar language and 
with similar graphic strategies, and that they existed in physical proximity to one another. The 
park boulevard system constituted a kind of technology for “viewing” and understanding nature, 
the city, and the dialectic of urban nature in which the burgeoning city participated. In this sense, 
the system, and the inland parks in particular, embodied panoramic media and panoramic modes 
of viewership. These relationships are rendered explicit in the manner in which parks and 
panoramas were implicated in the 1893 World’s Columbian Exposition and in a pair of resultant, 
subsequent efforts to mount panoramas in the parks. 
                                                
673 This reflects the original research of independent scholar Eugene Meier, who has been exceptionally generous in 
sharing his findings with me and with others interested in panorama history. 
674 Ibid. 
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PANORAMAS IN THE PARKS. The 1892 Artistic Guide to Chicago consists of two main 
parts. The first half orients readers to Chicago not with “an encyclopedia of dry facts” but rather 
as “a guide to the pleasant, the instructive, and the amusing.”675 This is succeeded by the second 
half, which indexes the plans then underway for the 1893 world’s fair. The latter includes a 
twenty-seven-page review of the “Parks and Boulevards” that opens with language expressing 
the system’s coextent with the Exposition: 
[The] glory of Chicago is in her parks and boulevards. Here are gleams and glints of beauty; shifting light and 
shade; the profusion of prodigal wealth combined with unassuming gentleness and unobtrusive modesty. Miles 
of meadow, mead and dale have been converted into acres of emerald lawn, smooth shaven as a priest.676 
The description continues in impressionistic terms: “undulating plats” of many-colored flora 
are “hamoniously blended” with “miniatures lakes, upon whose surface move vast flotillas of 
delicately tinted lilies, and sailing slowly among them the stately swan.”677 The boulevards are 
described as a circular system: 
The Chicago parks and boulevards have not only kept pace with the marvelous growth of the city, but they have 
outstripped every other improvement—public or private. No other city can boast of such an extensive system of 
pleasure grounds. The chain of boulevards, which, with the improvements now under way, will encircle the 
city, [to] make the longest continuous pleasure drive in the world. The recent transference of Diversey Avenue 
to the control of the West Park Board by the City Council removes the last obstacle to the completion of the 
system of parks and parkways encircling Chicago. When this gap of two and a half miles of common street 
shall have been transformed into a boulevard, it will be possible to start on Michigan Avenue at Madison Street, 
drive south to Jackson Park, thence by way of the west parks and boulevards to Diversey Avenue down to 
Lincoln Park and along the Lake Shore Drive to the starting point, a distance of about thirty-five miles. All this 
length of road will be a pleasure drive, not surpassed by anything of a similar kind in the world. By the time the 
Columbian Exposition opens, and Chicago begins to bid welcome to all the nations of the earth, this superb 
succession of parks and pleasure roads will be completed and ready to be offered for the use and admiration of 
the visitors.678 
                                                
675 The Artistic Guide to Chicago, 1892, 3. The first section comprises 207 pages; the latter, 214. 
676 Ibid., 43. 
677 Ibid. 
678 Ibid., 44, emphasis added. 
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The text extolls another proposed boulevard that will run north along the lakefront from 
Lincoln Park all the way to Waukegan by listing the boulevards in the United States and Europe 
that this new one will surpass in both extent and its “successive varying sights.”679 Then the 
author reiterates the concept of the system as an all-embracing ring as it describes the projected 
link between Lincoln Park and Michigan Avenue: 
But one short gap remains to make the chain about the city complete. That is the connection by a proper 
pleasure driveway of the Lake Shore Drive with Michigan Avenue. This is near its solution. It is probable that a 
light yet strong viaduct, of ornamental design, will be built from Michigan Avenue Randolph Street to the Lake 
Shore Drive at Ohio Street, passing over the River at the present Rush Street bridge.680 
The guide then proceeds to deliver several-page inventories of each of the park divisions’ assets 
that read in such variety and detail that they rival the description of the upcoming fair. 
Mitchell’s use of the word “representation” to refer to “the entire machinery” of world 
exhibitions and international Orientalist conferences in which “everything [is] collected and 
arranged to stand for something, to represent progress and history, human industry and empire; 
everything [is] set up, and the whole set-up [is] always evoking somehow some larger truth” 
offers a fitting description of Chicago’s 1893 fair, which as the first exhibition to present national 
pavilions not only curated the world but curated Chicago as an international city.681 
Mitchell details the 1889 Exposition Universelle’s display of a street in Cairo in order to 
illustrate this kind of representation. Chicago’s own exhibit of A Street in Cairo stood on the 
north side of the Midway, about halfway between the Panorama of the Alps and the Panorama of 
Kilauea Volcano. Over two and a quarter million visitors visited the Cairo exhibit’s donkey and 
                                                
679 Ibid., 47. 
680 Ibid., 47, emphasis added. 
681 Mitchell, 1991 [1988], 6.On the 1893 fair as the first to have official national pavilions, see “Bird’s-Eye View,” 
World Digital Library/Library of Congress, n.d., n.p., https://www.wdl.org/en/item/11369/, accessed November 9, 
2017. 
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camel rides, cafes, shops, and exotic dance performances.682 Chicago’s exhibit was managed by 
Georges Pangalo and designed by Max Herz (Hungarian, 1856-1919), who was then serving in 
Cairo as the chief architect of the Comité de Conservation des Monuments de l’Art Arabe, then 
under British rule. Chicago’s exhibit was modeled after the 1889 Paris version and incorporated 
26 edifices that represented not a specific street in Cairo but an impression thereof.683 
 After considering the Western culture world-as-exhibition as it was experienced by Middle 
Eastern travelers, Mitchell considers the experience of Europeans who traveled to the Middle 
East after experiencing displays thereof in the world exhibitions. Here, the paradoxical nature of 
the world-as-exhibition emerges: on the one hand, the world exhibition argues that the world can 
be divided into two categories, the representation and the original; but on the other hand, the real 
is implicitly defined as that which is represent-able. Mitchell explains, 
This paradox produced two symptomatic responses. The first might be called Orientalist dismay. Since the 
Middle East had not yet been organized representationally, Europeans…found the task of representing it almost 
impossible and the results disappointing. …Nothing encountered in those Oriental streets quite matched up to 
the reality they had seen represented in Paris. Not even the cafes looked genuine.684 
The other response was the sense of recognition: 
The Orient was something one only ever rediscovered. To be grasped representationally, as the picture of 
something, it was inevitably to be grasped as the reoccurrence of a picture one had seen before, as a map one 
already carried in one’s head, as the reiteration of an earlier description.”685 
Rand, McNally & Co.’s Bird’s-Eye View of the World’s Columbian Exposition, Chicago, 
1893 registers this paradox and its landscape significance for Chicago. This aerial perspective 
                                                
682 “Mini Exhibit,” 2015, n.p., https://oi.uchicago.edu/museum-exhibits/special-exhibits/cairo-chicago, accessed 
November 9, 2017. See also “World’s Columbian Exposition of 1893, Chicago,” n.d., n.p., 
https://publishing.cdlib.org/ucpressebooks/view?docId=ft8x0nb62g&chunk.id=d0e1831&toc.id=d0e1234&brand=u
cpress, accessed November 9, 2017. 
683 See “Street in Cairo,” Fondation Max Van Berchem Genève, n.d., n.p., https://maxvanberchem.org/en/14-
architecture/128-cairo-street-at-the-world-s-columbian-exposition-in-1893-at-
chicago?highlight=WyJjaGljYWdvIiwiY2Fpcm8iLCJjYWlybydzIl0, accessed February 9, 2017. 
684 Mitchell 1989 233. 
685 Mitchell 1989 234; Mitchell, 2013, 501, citing Said’s 1978 Orientialism. 
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looks west over the fair from an imagined vantage point above Lake Michigan (fig. 5.36a). The 
broad geometric form of the Manufactures and Liberal Art Building dominates the shoreline; the 
organic green contours of Wooded Isle form the view’s centerpiece. The glass dome of William 
Le Baron Jenney’s Horticulture Building stands just beyond. These three features form a 
diagonal that culminates at the Ferris Wheel. The Ferris Wheel breaks the horizon line and marks 
the furthest point in the geography of the fair. George Ferris referred to this device as an 
“Observation Wheel” in his proposal to the fair’s board of directors, who were seeking an 
American-made answer to the Eiffel Tower. The Ferris Wheel stood 264 feet in height and could 
carry 2,160 passengers at a time. It offered dramatic overviews of the fair and Chicago itself, as a 
photograph taken from a car on the Ferris Wheel shows in figure 5.37.686  
The Ferris Wheel presided over a host of Midway attractions that were, as a whole, less 
grand than the edifices of the White City. A close look at this part of the 1892 bird’s-eye view 
(fig. 5.36b) shows numerous domes and at least six round buildings, three on each side of the 
Midway. The second round structure back on the left is the Panorama of the Bernese Alps, 
numbered 22 on a key map of the Midway Plaisance (fig. 5.38). A bit further back, the second 
round structure on the right is the Panorama of the Volcano Kilauea, numbered 10 on the same 
map. 
Returning to figure 5.36b, about halfway between these rotundas, the attraction called Street 
in Cairo appears on the right. As Mitchell’s comments have indicated, this display would have 
been experienced as a worthy substitute for actually traveling to Cairo—or even superior thereto. 
Mitchell’s comment on the Paris fair apply to Chicago’s fair as well: “Outside the world 
                                                
686 The Ferris Wheel, like the Eiffel Tower, stands as another exemplar of the panoramic mode. 
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exhibition, it follows paradoxically, one encountered not the real world but only further models 
and representations of the real.”687 
Panoramic attractions were ascendant. Table 5.1 shows that by the time the fair opened in 
October 1893, Niagara had closed, but the Panorama of the Chicago Fire was open, as was the 
Panorama of the Battle of Chattanooga, bringing the total number of round panoramas on 
display in the city that year to five. Outside the Chicago fair, visitors encountered “further 
models and representation of the real” in panoramic attractions and in the park boulevard system. 
The Artistic Guide describes the Battle of Gettysburg Panorama and the Panorama of Niagara 
Falls as they are presented in the separate, independently operated rotundas situated across the 
street from one other at Panorama Place, the period name sometimes used for the intersection of 
Wabash Avenue and Hubbard Place.688 The same guide characterizes the view along both sides 
of Lake Shore Drive as it threads between Lincoln Park and the lakefront as a panorama: “the 
panorama on either side is one of unrivaled beauty.”689 The Drexel and Grand Boulevard 
entrances to Washington Park constitute “gorgeous panoramas of tempered light, shifting shade 
and artistic blending of form and color.”690  
Immediately after the close of the fair, Daniel Burnham, George Pullman, Joseph Medill, and 
seven other leading civic figures co-signed a letter to the president of the newly-formed Field 
Columbian Museum, in which they advocated for commissioning a colossal panorama of the 
fair, for which they proposed building the world’s biggest rotunda inside Jackson Park. They 
suggested that the panorama be titled Chicago Day at the Fair. They wrote, 
Dear Sir: The subscribers hereto, as stockholders of the World’s Columbian Exposition, and as citizens of 
Chicago, desire to present for your consideration, a suggestion made to us by Mr. Howard H. Gross, which we 
                                                
687 Mitchell, 1989, 221. 
688 Artistic Guide, 1892, 56, emphasis added. 
689 Ibid., 49, emphasis added. 
690 Ibid., 122, 128. 
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believe to be the best yet offered to preserve for future ages the beauty and magnificence of the ‘White City’. 
Mr. Gross proposes to paint, from a point in Grand Basic near the north electric fountain, a great cyclorama of 
Jackson Park, as it appeared upon Chicago day, the point of view to be elevated sixty feet or more, giving a 
wide horizon and an extended view. All the buildings facing the Court of Honor are to be seen to great 
advantage from this position, while looking northward over the lagoons is the Wooded Island, with parts of the 
Fisheries, the Fine Arts Palace, Illinois, California, and other buildings in the distance. As a feature the Chicago 
Hussars may be seen crossing the bridge in the immediate foreground to the north—upon the lagoons and basin 
show hundreds of craft of every kind known to the Fair, while every available space is packed with people—the 
most impressive spectacle the world has ever witnessed. To be commensurate with the subject it is proposed to 
make this cyclorama about two and one-half times larger than the ordinary cyclorama, and upon it to reproduce 
with painstaking accuracy and the highest artistic skill the grandest conception of the human mind, with the 
most remarkable gathering in the history of mankind, the World’s Columbian Exposition on Chicago Day. It 
seems to us that this is the only way by which the magnificent grandeur of the World’s Columbian Exposition 
and the impressive scene of ‘Chicago Day’ can be preserved for the future. Therefore we strongly urge that your 
directors set apart for this purpose a reasonable sum of money to carry into effect the proposed cyclorama, and 
that you confer with Mr. Gross on this subject. We believe such an undertaking would have the enthusiastic 
indorsement [sic] of nearly every patriotic and loyal citizen. We are, very truly yours, [Ten hand signatures, 
including that of D. H. Burnham, are visible in fig. 5.39.]691 
The Chicago Daily Tribune set this letter, in its entirety, within the body of a longer article 
about the proposal on August 13, 1894. The article argues that the panorama would meet the 
same need that motivated the Field Columbian Museum, but in a different way: 
Of all the hundreds of thousands from all the world who visited the World’s Columbian Exposition it is 
doubtful if one of them went home without expressing a regret that the beauty of the White City could not in 
some way be preserved that the future generations might know of its grandeur and greatness. It was this feeling 
that prompted some of Chicago’s loyal citizens to establish the Field Columbian Museum.692 
The author quotes H. H. Gross, the purveyor of the Panorama of the Chicago Fire, to argue for 
that well-established artists be engaged and the panorama exceed the Chicago Fire and 
Gettysburg by a factor of two.693 Gross advocates placing the panorama in Jackson Park—that is, 
upon the site it depicts, such that it would transport not in space but in time. Gross is reported to 
have already discussed the plan with the park board: 
                                                




He said he had discussed the scheme with J. W. Ellsworth, William Best, J. Hodgkins, and J. Donnersburger of 
the South Park Board, and they all approved of the idea. “Some of them were even enthusiastic,” he added, “and 
urged me to go ahead with my plans, assuring me that they had no objections, but would do all in their power to 
make it a success.”694 
Gross proposes that a panorama 175 feet in diameter [550 feet in circumference – as wide as 
a moving panorama] and 70 feet high be rendered on 45,000 square feet of canvas: “The larger 
you can make the cyclorama the more nearly you can imitate nature and the more impressive you 
can make the scene.” By this time, Gross claims to have built 19 panoramas; it is on this basis 
that he claims the expertise and resources not only to execute such a massive project but to 
accurately project its costs. He proposes a fireproof rotunda “that would be an ornament to 
Jackson Park and compare favorably from an artistic point of view with the Field Columbian 
Museum.”695 
 The author interviews Lyman J. Gage and Harlow N. Higinbotham, each of whose 
comments are favorable of the project. Daniel Burnham is quoted to the effect that  
if the idea is carried out as it should be…an illusion can be produced that will be so perfect that one can almost 
imagine he is at the Fair. To my mind it is one of the best methods of preserving to the future generations the 
glory and grandeur of the White City.696 
Martin J. Russell endorses its placement in Jackson Park: 
I certainly would not favor it as a private enterprise, but as a part of the Field Columbian Museum it would be 
magnificent. I think it would be intensely interesting and I see no reason why it would not be practical. The 
north end of Jackson Park is already devoted to buildings and the objections that might be realised that it would 
interfere with landscape gardening is thus done away with. Landscape gardening north of the museum is out of 
the question, and I see no reason why a building for the cyclorama should not be erected. I see nothing against it 
and much to recommend it.697 
Nothing came of this proposal. A second bid to situate a panorama in a park arose in 1900, 
when the same H. H. Gross offered to donate the Panorama of the Chicago Fire to the West Park 






Board, and Alderman Charles F. Gunther offered to donate the contents of his historical 
museum, if the board could fund and construct a suitable building to house them together.698 On 
February 25, the Tribune followed up with a report that the West Side Parks Commission was 
“enthusiastically in favor of erecting [the] necessary building in Garfield Park.”699 The author 
reports that “Commissioner Fowler favors a location near where the present greenhouses are as 
they are to be replaced with new buildings in the near future. The erection of such a building as 
suggested at this point would give it such a location that it could be seen for miles down 
Washington Boulevard.”700 
These comments indicate that the proposed museum and panorama rotunda would serve the 
same hailing function that I have suggested the botanical conservatory served. On May 12, the 
paper published an elevation from the completed plan by the Chicago architectural firm Hill & 
Woltersdorf (fig. 5.40). This proposed structure is describes as including “a connecting 
cyclorama building, in which a painting of the great Chicago fire is to be exhibited.”701 
The article describes structures, materials, and costs. The main problem was funding the 
construction of a rotunda. This was complicated by the problem of finding a suitable site for it, 
notwithstanding the earlier article’s suggestion of the greenhouse site: 
                                                
698 “Panorama for the Park: Howard H. Gross Offers ‘Chicago Fire’ to West Board.” Chicago Daily Tribune, Feb. 
25, 1900, 8. This article lists the eleven artists who worked on the painting: Salvador Mege (French), Edward James 
Austen (British), Oliver Dennett Grover (Art Institute), Paul Wilhelmi (Chicago), William Leftwich Dodge (New 
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699 “Panorama for the Park,” 1900, 8 
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701 “Proposed Building for the Gunther Collection and Cyclorama,” 1900, 16. 
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President J. W. Stoddard and the other members of the board are having considerable difficulty finding a 
suitable site. The plans were drawn with the idea of a west front and a possible location in Garfield Park, facing 
Douglas boulevard where it intersects with Albany avenue. This site, while excellent in many ways, is not 
centrally located for transportation. Another site looked at is the band stand in the park, south of Madison 
street.702 
But, as the article continues, park engineer Alfred C. Schrader objected “on account of the 
immense popularity of the summer open air concerts.”703  
This plan, too, came to nothing. Much of Gunther’s collection eventually went to the 
Chicago Historical Society. The next mention of the panorama confirms its demise in 1913 when 
it was sold as junk for $3.00.704 This notice, which appeared in the Chicago weekly The Advance, 
is voiced as an obituary not just for the panorama but for the panoramic medium as a whole:  
[T]his form of entertainment seems to have had its day. The moving picture man is now upon the ground with 
films to reproduce all great events.” The author adds, “the beauty of the cyclorama was real and effective. Who 
that ever visited one can forget the first visit impression made by it…where did the tree and canvas join? The 
perspective was so skilfully [sic] arranged as to defy analysis.705 
By 1905, Chicago’s panoramic attractions were mostly gone, the canvases sold for junk or 
mouldering in unprotected storage and the rotundas appropriated for other purposes and soon to 
be demolished if not already so. The parks’ spectacular round glass plant conservatories were 
collapsing, and so was the notion of the park system as a holistic medium for seeing the city. 
This shift would be reflected in the tenure of landscape architect Jens Jensen, who was 
refurbishing the West Parks as microcosms of the Midwestern landscape without reference to the 
interconnecting boulevards. Ironically, the Jensen’s gesture of claiming the prairie’s topographic 
character only became thinkable as the actual prairie passed into memory. If thought of in this 
way, even Jensen’s designs confirm my reading of the parks as a mode of representation that 
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transported visitors and viewers to otherwise inaccessible places—in Jensen’s hands, to an 
idyllic meeting of prairie, river, and woodland.706 
The advent of the mass-marketed automobile in the nineteen-teens would render pleasure 
coaching definitively obsolete. As roads were gradually paved throughout the city between 1910 
and 1919, the boulevards became simply conduits among a myriad of conduits for commuting 
and commercial traffic and the system lost its distinction as privileged mode for seeing the whole 
city. But as we have seen, Chicago’s park and boulevard system served during the period of its 
currency not only to organize but also to panoramically map the city in the time of its rapid 
expansion. It is in this sense that the system instantiated panoramic media: in its formal and 
spatial disposition, the system rendered the effects of the bird’s-eye view, the panoramic map, 
the round panorama, and the moving panorama at life size, on the ground, spatialized and 
activated in real time by actual bodies. This insight renders the park boulevard system accessible 
to interpretation as a device not only for seeing, but for not seeing, insomuch as images block 
views into the three-dimensional spaces behind and beyond them. As such, the chapter’s findings 
speak to the shape of social space in the present-day city. 
  
                                                
706 Source. Jensen’s appreciation for the vanishing American prairie was itself born of nostalgia for the regional 
character of his boyhood home in Denmark. 
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CHAPTER SIX | The Panoramic Mode 
 
Panoramas are not what they used to be. 
Claude has been dead a long time 
And apostrophes are forbidden on the funicular. 
Marx has ruined Nature, 
For the moment. 
For myself, I live by leaves, 
So that corridors of clouds, 
Corridors of cloudy thoughts, 
Seem pretty much one: 
I don’t know what. 
But in Claude how near one was 
(In a world that was resting on pillars, 
That was seen through arches) 
To the central composition, 
The essential theme. 
What composition is there in all this: 
Stockholm slender in a slender light, 
An Adriatic riva rising, 
Statues and stars, 
Without a theme? 
The pillars are prostrate, the arches are haggard, 
The hotel is boarded and bare. 
Yet the panorama of despair 
Cannot be the specialty 
Of this ecstatic air. 
Wallace Stevens 
“Botanist on Alp (No. 1)” 
Ideas of Order, 1936707 
Since the 1990s, the methodology of landscape history has undergone a transformation. Long 
a descriptive and antiquarian discipline, recent analytical and interpretive methods derived from 
art history, media studies, and cultural geography have produced landscape studies that grapple 
with a wide range of ecological, cultural, and political narratives.708 As early as 1999, Kenneth 
Helphand noted that while this turn had produced historiographically rich analyses of landscape 
                                                
707 Stevens, 1990, 134-5. Originally published in Ideas of Order, 1936. Thanks to Valerie Hotchkiss for bringing this 
work to my attention. 
708 See, e.g., Deming, 2015; Harris and Hays, 2008; Harris and Ruggles, 2007; Ruggles, 1997. 
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at a number of scales, the scale of the garden—“that most special and concentrated landscape”—
continued to resist such treatment.709 Helphand indicated that the scale of the garden included the 
parks considered in the present study when he identified Chicago as especially overdue for such 
a reading: 
One would expect the ideas of historian William Cronin [sic] on the development of Chicago, as exposed in 
Nature’s Metropolis: Chicago and the Great West, and his theory on the connections of an urban environment 
to its hinterland to influence how we think about the prairie school or the development of the Chicago Park 
System.710 
But despite Helphand’s anticipation, Chicago’s park history has remained mired in 
preservationist narratives constructed around visionary and charismatic individual designers. 
Because the city’s park and boulevard system reflects the work of several designers, most of 
“regional” renown, the resulting narratives appear correspondingly modest in their 
significance.711 Moreover, biographical and formal treatment of individual parks produce 
narratives that generally fail to recognize the larger gesture of Chicago’s system. Recent studies 
that apply innovative methods to the history of Chicago’s built environment have underutilized 
the park system as a reference point.712 Ecocriticism equips art historical scholarship with new 
methods that seem ripe for application in landscape studies, but the scale of the park (and even 
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711 e.g., Grese, 1992; Rogers, 2001; Tishler, 2000, which remain the definitive sources on Chicago’s park system. 
Olmsted and Vaux’s 1871 plan for Jackson Park and Washington Park (then known collectively as South Park) was 
lost in the Chicago Fire before construction could begin. The Olmsted firm later developed plans for Jackson Park in 
advance of the 1893 fair, but their interventions are also largely lost. Zaitzevsky acknowledges that Chicago’s 
citizenry was more sympathetic to Olmsted’s sense of park design as both microcosm and template for city planning 
than was the public of post-Central Park New York. Zaitzevsky, 1982, 51-2. The Brooklyn park commission 
rejected Olmsted’s 1868 proposal for linking Prospect Park with other natural areas by parkways, and Manhattan’s 
commitment to grid-based planning meant allocating park land solely on the basis of its unsuitability for building 
purposes. 
712 See Gage, 2017 and Seligman, 2016. 
 273 
the park system) remains methodologically intractable—too large for consideration as an artistic 
product, too small for recognition as an ecologically significant landscape.713 
William Cronon’s arguments expose the commonplace misunderstanding that the “natural” 
countryside and the “manmade” city are separate entities. He shows that they are mutually 
constitutive: Chicago was produced as the nexus of flows among its hinterlands. The city’s park 
boulevard system, and its western parks in particular, benefit from a telling that echoes Cronon’s 
not by assessing material flows but rather by discerning the media flows that contribute to 
producing the regional dialectics of city and nature. In order to recognize the Chicago system’s 
communicative capacity, delineate its expression of a synthetic urban overview, and grasp its 
significance as a media history, it is necessary to reflect on some of the counterintuitive role 
cities play in the formulation of nature.714 
The foregoing chapters have explored the relationship between a popular mode of landscape 
imaging and the period formation of urban space. Chapter One locates the intersection of the 
respective literatures on the large parks movement and the panorama in scholarship on spectacle 
culture. Chapter Two defines landscape, for the purposes of the study, as the interface of images, 
land, and space. The landscapes of the large parks movement are united with the virtual 
landscapes found in panoramic media by their shared expression of the condition Martin 
                                                
713 See Braddock, “Introduction,” and also Braddock, 2017, 59-61. It is worth noting that Braddock anchors his 2017 
essay by critiquing an artwork that takes the form of a round digital immersive environment, Exit, by Diller Scofidio 
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714 And designed urban landscapes conceal landscape history. 
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Heidegger defines as the “age of the world picture” and Timothy Mitchell frames as the “world-
as-exhibition.” When Walter Benjamin identifies panoramas as a formative precedent for the 
Parisian arcades, he indicates that nineteenth-century urban space was produced in part by 
immersive media; it is but a short leap from there to recognize urban park landscapes as active 
participants in the media culture of the world-as-exhibition. 
Chapter Three examines the reciprocal relations among images, land, and space. Landscape 
experiences are integral to the panorama’s interest; panoramas in turn shaped period 
understandings of nature and geography. The panorama’s capacity to produce compelling virtual 
experiences of distant places produced a long-lived media “craze” that informed leading thinkers 
of the day, including Alexander von Humboldt, who saw in panoramas an ideal vehicle for 
disseminating his geographic findings to broader publics, and Jacques-Louis David, who so 
believed in the “real” offered inside panoramas that he urged art students to learn to draw inside 
them.715 
The three surviving U.S. panoramas have been curated not so much as panoramic media, but 
in other media vernaculars— as cinema (Gettysburg), animatronics (Atlanta), and wallpaper 
(Vanderlyn’s Versailles at the Met). While such treatments have diminished the respective 
panoramas’ capacity to produce period virtual reality effects, and as such constitute a loss for 
viewers interested in period experiences, they nevertheless confirm that immersive media tend to 
                                                
715 For further comments on David’s interest in the panorama, see Bordes, 2007, 49, who develops David’s and also 
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express the period media context in which they are displayed. That is, even in these negative 
cases, the panoramic medium continues to register media culture. Public park landscapes that 
emerged alongside and even within a broadband panoramic sensibility constitute similarly 
legible indexes of the period synthesis of nature, geography, and media. 
Chapter Four shows that both the concept of the panorama and the graphic strategies 
associated with it surface in designs for and representations of new urban public parks in 
Edinburgh (1787-1793), London (1811-1845), New York (1855-1859), and Paris (1867-1873). 
These cases situate the large parks movement firmly amid the media context of spectacle culture 
and panoramic attractions. Chapter Five examines that relationship in closer detail by tracking 
the development of Chicago’s under-recognized park boulevard system alongside the city’s 
wholly unknown activity as a center for the production and consumption of panoramas. 
Together, Chapters Four and Five show that park landscapes and panoramic media were related 
in practice as well as perception, and that they were understood as such by citizens and visitors. 
These findings support the proposition that Chicago’s organization by an encircling park and 
boulevard system reflected panoramic appetites and sensibilities and, therefore, that the system 
constitutes an important precedent to the cultural condition that Mitchell describes as the “world-
as-exhibition,” a condition that is exemplified by the 1893 World’s Columbian Exposition. 
What remains to be considered are the implications of these patterns for curating and 
interpreting extant large park landscapes in the twenty-first century. How might citizens and 
students gain the sense that these places, despite their quotidian presence, were once the 
landscape equivalent of virtual reality devices? And to what extent do park landscapes continue 
to mediate urban space and identity today? 
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The “panoramas” of Wallace Stevens’s (American, 1879-1955) poem “Botanist on Alp (No. 
1)” (1936) seem at first to be alpine views from a summit reached by cable car (“funicular”). But 
the “botanist” stands for the poet; both “live by leaves” (leaves of plants, pages of books.) And 
Stevens’s references to Claude speak equally of landscapes, landscape paintings, and the “Claude 
glass,” the popular late-eighteenth and early-nineteenth-century optical device for viewing and 
drawing landscapes in a picturesque mode. His reference to panoramas can be read as a similarly 
layered reference to views of an actual landscape and to the virtual views associated with a 
medium that had passed from ubiquity to abjection within the poet’s living memory. 
Stevens’s lament for the loss of meaning in nineteenth-century art and nature provides an apt 
description of the twentieth-century loss of meaning in the landscapes of the large parks 
movement. In order to reflect on the nature of this loss and develop an interpretive framework 
that can be applied to other sites, let us trace some intersections among media, botany, 
archaeology, psychoanalysis, and colonization. 
 
LANDSCAPE AND COLONIZATION. Jill Casid opens Sowing Empire: Landscape and 
Colonization (2005) by describing how a book—her book, or any book—enacts the Freudian 
dream of “desired material transformation.” This begins with the “wonderfully condensed space-
time of a printed book”—a “topographical landscape of word and image” whose “rivalrous 
representations, when touched and handled, extend their paper projections into other space-times 
beyond the hedges of the bordered page.” The world in which the author writes give way to the 
world that the author writes—a world whose spatiality is “landscaped.” Casid deploys landscape 
as a verb: 
Gardens, like books or even dreams, may certainly be said to have histories. But landscaping[,] or the laying out 
of terrain and viewpoints, the embedding of botanical seeds and architectural monuments, the inscription of 
fragments of text, and the carving out of paths of connection between these aids to association also produce the 
 277 
past not as a foreign and inaccessible country but as a living history tilled out of the ground of the “country” in 
and for the present and potentially future.716 
Casid associates the capacity for material transformation that resides in books with the 
material transformation wrought by colonial garden-making. She is concerned with imperial 
practices of shaping landscapes, through landscape design but more specifically through 
eighteenth-century landscape images and landscape texts that codify and enact patriarchal 
systems, heteronormativity, and slavery in the geography of cities and empire in the eighteenth 
century. These representations, in turn, contain the seeds of resistance to imperialism. She 
presents her methodology as a book-based iteration of the process of garden-making: 
In a series of interconnected readings, Sowing Empire pays attention to colonization on the scale of the intimate, 
to the sexual and colonial politics of the small and apparently arbitrary remnant. But, in its approach to history, 
it also holds on to the paradisiacal promise embedded in gardening as an art of memory that, rather than merely 
record a dead history, endeavors to materially rework how the matter of the archive is physically remembered, 
raking over and reseeding the ground of the past for the materialization of a different future.717  
Casid frames garden publications, place-making, and the geography of colonization as a set 
of nested orders by drawing on Freud’s concepts of condensation (which depends on the concept 
of scale) and displacement. Freud explores the process of condensation, or “the reduction of 
wide-ranging aims and potential meanings to a detail,” in a pair of essays, “The Dream of the 
Botanical Monograph” and “A Lovely Dream,” 1899. He demonstrates the condensed detail or 
“concresced remnant” with a set of garden and plant references.718 
As Casid reviews this literature, she displays her methods. Describing Freud’s tidy 
“reduction” of the significant psychogeographic scale of Goethe’s Faust (1790) to a condensed 
detail—an apple tree; that is, a botanical specimen—she demonstrates that words and images can 
be mined as condensations and, at the same time, that a document such as her own, which carries 
                                                
716 Casid, 2005, xiii. Emphasis added. 
717 Ibid., xiii. 
718 Ibid., xi. Both essays appeared in his Interpretation of Dreams. 
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out that mining, becomes a condensed detail (a “concrescence”) in its own right. This notifies the 
reader “of the creative aspect of the production of history out of the arts of memory involved in 
gardens, dreams, books, and even their analysis.”719 
The Freudian concept of condensation expresses scalar mediation: a world—someone’s 
world, whether that someone is an individual or a social group who share a frame of reference—
is condensed into a detail. The detail contains the world. The world and the detail form a 
continuum: awareness and meaning go both ways, from the large to the minute and from the 
minute to the world. The workings of this continuum also attend the garden: 
The section “The Art of Memory” in Little, Big (1981), a novel by U.S. writer John Crowley, recounts a visit to 
a landscape park located at the center of a city. This garden, called small, encapsulates the tricks of planting and 
perspective inherent in the art of memory as a practice of materialization. Rather than being overshadowed or 
contained by the city, the garden obscures its view, influencing the itinerant, homeless “bum” described as 
“queer” to remark, “The further in you go, the bigger it gets.”720 
Casid returns to Freud’s essays in her conclusion. In “The Dream of the Botanical 
Monograph,” Freud shows that condensation—“the overdetermined quality of the signs in dream 
texts,” and displacement—“the problematic map of relations in the signifying chain,” coalesce in 
the botanical text: appearing in Freud’s own dream, the botanical monograph stands for “what 
really counts—relations between men of science, the extent of knowledge’s reach, and control 
over matter.”721 This operates as an “antithesis.” Just as (Casid’s intervening chapters argue) 
botany was central to the formation of empire, it concealed its own effects: “Landscaping 
functioned to introduce and naturalize empire’s transplantations within the idiom of the local or 
the ‘place.’”722 
                                                
719 Ibid., xii. Casid is also a practicing artist; arguably this influences her thinking as a historian. 
720 Ibid., xii-xiii. See her footnote 3. 
721 Ibid., 239. 
722 Ibid., 240. 
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That is, colonial landscaping accomplished its ends by concealing its tracks as it went. We 
have seen a similar process in the case of spectacle more generally—“a performance that 
demands attention, but refuses reciprocity…a display that avoids local content, but produces 
local effect.”723 Casid argues that Freud’s references to botany in The Interpretation of Dreams 
rehearse the obfuscation of colonial landscaping: after relying on botany in order to establish the 
relations between condensation and displacement, he disavows botany in another essay in the 
same volume: “botany never had a place in my favorite studies.”724 Casid argues that this was 
necessary because by the time of Freud’s writing in 1900, “the dreamwork of psychoanalysis 
required the displacement of botany in order to set itself up as the antithesis of empire.”725 But it 
is precisely in botany that Casid reveals “psychoanalysis’s imbrication in the historically 
contested ground of empire.”726 She concludes, 
Though we are implicated in the history of the dream of the botanical monograph, we cannot just disavow the 
botanical, claiming that it has no place, especially if we are to have a place at all in this global environment not 
necessarily of our own making. The problem then becomes how to relandscape the overdetermined “garden” we 
may most want to displace.727 
Casid’s theoretical position is consonant with our interest in the psychological dimensions of 
the representations that park landscapes constitute. If landscapes produced by massive efforts of 
engineering and design were compelling in part because of their radical difference from the 
conditions that preceded them, and if their qualities then came to be perceived as natural, they 
demonstrate a condition of “covering their own tracks”—similar to the processes of 
                                                
723 Wharton, 2006, 190, citing Marx, 1967, and Debord, 1967. 
724 Casid, 2005, 240, quoting from Freud’s “The Work of Displacement.” 
725 Ibid. Emphasis added. 
726 Ibid. 
727 Ibid., 241. If Casid’s use of the word “dreamwork” seems to echo W. J. T. Mitchell’s 1994 characterization of 
landscape painting as “the dreamwork of imperialism,” this is deliberate. She writes that analogizing representation 
to dreamwork “allows us to think empire in the eighteenth century as a form of relandscaping based on not only 
transplantation—moving people, plants, and ideas from one place to another—but also “displacement” in space and 
time or forms of selective memorialization that enabled strategic forgetting (particularly of slave insurgency),” ibid., 
237-238. 
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“relandscaping” associated with colonization. This perspective sharpens the questions with 
which we began this chapter. If the parks’ historicity can be reclaimed by interpreting their early 
status as synthetic constructs, what does this mean for the erasures of the landscape’s prior 
conditions that their designation performed? In the case of the parks on Chicago’s west side, 
invoking the landscape’s “prior conditions” means addressing not only the prairie but the 
expulsion in the 1830s of its inhabitants, the Potawatomi, from the region that would become 
Chicago. In order to reflect on whether the parks’ panoramic capacities can be critiqued as a 
period mechanism for sublimating the prairie’s history, it will be helpful to consider the 
psychology of repression and what happens when the repressed comes back to light. 
 
THE UNCANNY. Freud’s concepts of condensation (“the overdetermined quality of the signs 
in dream texts”) and displacement (“the problematic map of relations in the signifying chain”) 
point toward the formation, nineteen years later, of his theory of the uncanny.728 Freud’s method 
of writing about the uncanny inverts the process by which he formulated it for himself: first he 
observed it in a variety of his own and his patients’ experiences, and then he examined the 
linguistic origins of the term.729 In the essay, he begins with linguistic analysis. The word 
“uncanny,” unheimlich in his original German, appears to be the antonym of heimlich. Whereas 
heimlich means “familiar, native, belonging to the home,” unheimlich describes all that is 
unfamiliar, foreign, and therefore unsettling. 
This distinction is vexed by the convergence that Freud finds in uses of these words: “among 
its different shades of meaning the word heimlich exhibits one which is identical with its 
opposite, unheimlich. What is heimlich thus comes to be unheimlich.”730 Freud resolves this 
                                                
728 Casid, 2005, 239. 
729 Freud, 2003 [1919], 124. 
730 Freud, 1955 [1919], 224. 
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apparent inconsistency by demonstrating that this particular effect occurs in the specific 
circumstances where something “that ought to have remained hidden and secret…yet comes to 
light.”731 That is, the familiar-but-hidden becomes uncanny when it rises unbidden to the surface 
of consciousness. 
Following the linguistic portion of the essay, Freud examines a series of situations in which 
uncanny sensations arise, including “animism, magic and witchcraft, the omnipotence of 
thoughts, man’s attitude to death, involuntary repetition and the castration-complex.”732 Among 
these, he reserves special consideration for an effect that would seem to be “included in our 
statements about animism and mechanisms in the mind that have been surmounted,” but which 
he believes requires further attention: 
This is that an uncanny effect is often and easily produced by effacing the distinction between imagination and 
reality, such as when something that we have hitherto regarded as imaginary appears before us in reality, or 
when a symbol takes over the full functions and significance of the thing it symbolizes, and so on.733 
In sum, 
Our conclusion could then be stated thus: An uncanny experience occurs either when repressed infantile 
complexes have been revived by some impression, or when the primitive beliefs we have surmounted seem 
once more to be confirmed.734 
Freud compares the sensations that arise in response to works of art and literature with those 
evoked by direct experiences. He finds that in both contexts, the uncanny sensations so aroused 
depend on an element of everyday reality. For example, fictional narratives that invoke 
“primitive beliefs that we have surmounted” but surround them with unfamiliar or otherworldly 
settings will generally not induce uncanny disturbances. 
                                                
731 Ibid., 225. 
732 Ibid., 243. 
733 Ibid., 244. 
734 Ibid., 249. 
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 Scholars working across a range of disciplines treat Freud’s formulation of the uncanny as 
foundational. Susan Bernstein recently surveyed and elaborated on Samuel Weber’s 1973 
analysis of the Freudian uncanny, “The Sideshow, Or: Remarks on a Canny Moment.” Itself now 
foundational (not only for literary studies but for the range of disciplines that draw on the 
concept of the uncanny—for example, architecture), Weber’s essay cataloged the critical 
attention Freud’s essay received as the discipline of literary studies adapted the strategies of 
psychoanalysis in the early 1970s.735 Drawing on Heidegger’s work, Weber presented the 
Freudian uncanny as an example of something that defies definition. On this basis, he argued that 
Freud’s very essay constituted an uncanny expression. 
To make this case, Weber invoked Heidegger’s framing of the problem with definitions. 
Heidegger proposed that definitions are, by definition, tautological: the mark of a good definition 
is precisely that it serves to curtail thinking about that which is defined. According to Heidegger, 
thinking is a turning-toward that which one seeks to understand, whereas a good definition aborts 
the process of turning-toward, thereby causing thinking to “die out.”736 Definitions trap us in a 
closed circle, in the rut of the all-too-familiar.737 
Here we begin to sense this conversation’s relevance to landscape representation. Weber 
explains that in man’s efforts to define the known world, to “impose…order on all areas of life,” 
he “finds himself thrown back again and again onto the paths he has already traversed. In 
short,…man…is caught in a circle” from which “however agile and ingenious he may be in 
                                                
735 Bernstein, 2003, 1111. 
736 Heidegger, 1998 [1967], 310. On thinking as a process of turning-toward, see also Heidegger, 2004 [1968], 3-18. 
737 Ibid. 
 283 
discovering all sorts of paths, there is no way out.”738 Freud’s attempt to define the uncanny 
neutralizes and re-sublimates the very effects it seeks to qualify.739 
Bernstein proposes that uncanny events offer a means of egress from Weber and Heidegger’s 
lamentable closed circle of definitions and familiarity: the uncanny “creat[es] the possibility of 
an openness toward something other, something strange and alien.”740 For Heidegger, this is 
because the uncanny produces a “magic circle,” magic in that it actually functions more like a 
spiral, exceeding the bounds of the circle and thus performing what Nicholas Royle describes as 
the disturbance of inside and outside.741 This corresponds to the effect of the panorama, in which 
the finitude of the rotunda, so obvious when viewed from outside—nothing more and nothing 
less than a built circle—is undone by the experience of stepping onto the viewing platform, 
where the painting causes space to recede from the viewer in all directions: the uncanny/spiral 
transcends the homely/circle. Casid’s use of an urban park landscape (in Little, Big) to illustrate 
the role of condensation in colonial relandscaping suggests a scalar continuum between the 
respective disturbances of the dialectics of city and country, nature and culture, and nation and 
colony, and confirms that landscape perception and representation are integral to these processes. 
These and other studies treat Freud’s formulation of the psychological uncanny as 
foundational.742 But although Freud claims the uncanny as though it is unburdened by any 
existing psychological literature, in fact he is building upon a predecessor’s insight. He opens his 
                                                
738 Weber, 2000, 26, paraphrasing Heidegger. 
739 Royle expands the uncanny’s connotation as he confirms its troubling of the binaries of inside and out, secret and 
known, real and unreal: “The uncanny can be a matter of something gruesome or terrible…but it can also be a matter 
of something strangely beautiful, bordering on ecstasy (“too good to be true”), or eerily reminding us of something, 
like déjà vu…The uncanny has to do with the sense of a secret encounter: it is perhaps inseparable from an 
apprehension, however fleeting, of something that should have remained secret and hidden but has come to light. 
But it is not “out there,” in any simple sense: as a crisis of the proper and natural, it disturbs any straightforward 
sense of what is inside and what is outside.” Royle, 2003, 2. Royle traces the concept’s formation from the mid-
nineteenth century to the present, through Marx, Nietzsche, Freud, Heidegger, Wittgenstein and Derrida, considering 
its relevance in film studies, political science, religious studies, and other disciplines. 
740 Bernstein, 2003, 1115. 
741 Ibid., 1114, citing Heidegger, 1998, 310. 
742 Casid describes “the very field of enslavement” as “uncanny ground”, 2005, 214. 
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1919 essay by invoking the psychoanalysist Ernst Jentsch’s (German, 1867-1919) article “On the 
Psychology of the Uncanny (1906) only to proceed immediately and categorically to dismiss it. 
In so doing, Freud asserts that there is effectively no relevant preceding literature for the case he 
is about to make.743 However, a close reading of both essays shows that Jentsch’s formulation of 
the uncanny was substantive and stands as a significant precursor to Freud’s more familiar 
version. Furthermore, distinguishing Jentsch’s characterization of the uncanny from Freud’s 
confirms my reading of the panorama’s perceived effects in its time and corroborates my reading 
of landscape itself as a medium with uncanny capacities. 
Jentsch describes the uncanny by isolating its evocation in the built environment: the 
uncanny “emotion occurs when, as has been described, a wild man has his first sight of a 
locomotive or of a steamboat, for example, perhaps at night.”744 He mentions “frightful noises” 
and imagines what animals feel when they encounter a scarecrow.745 From there, he turns to 
literature and popular culture. Much as Weber will argue decades later, Jentsch avers that no 
essential definition of the uncanny can be made: “the same impression does not necessarily exert 
an uncanny effect on everybody. Moreover, the same perception on the part of the same 
individual does not necessarily develop into the ‘uncanny’ every time, or at least not every time 
in the same way.”746 
Despite this caveat, Jenstch does proceed to proffer a working definition of the uncanny, one 
that hinges on perceptual uncertainty and lack of orientation.747 He writes,  
It is certainly not necessary that the processes in question be articulated very clearly in order for the well-
characterized sensation of psychical uncertainty to be aroused. Indeed, even when they know very well that they 
                                                
743 It is revealing, if not in itself illustrative of the mechanism in question, that Freud’s 1919 usurpation of Jentsch’s 
concept was published almost immediately upon his predecessor’s death in the same year. 
744 Jentsch, 1906, 11. 
745 Ibid. 
746 Ibid., 8. 
747 Ibid., 8. 
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are being fooled by merely harmless illusions, many people cannot suppress an extremely uncomfortable 
feeling when a corresponding situation imposes itself on them.748 
To demonstrate this, Jentsch continues, 
Among all the psychical uncertainties that can become an original cause of the uncanny feeling, there is one in 
particular that is able to develop a fairly regular, powerful, and very general effect: namely, doubt as to whether 
an apparently living being is animate and, conversely, doubt as to whether a lifeless object many not in fact be 
animate—and more precisely, when this doubt only makes itself felt obscurely in one’s consciousness. The 
mood lasts until these doubts are resolved and then usually makes way for another kind of feeling.749 
Jentsch illustrates “psychical uncertainty” with a reference that includes the panorama. As he 
turns from speculating about others’ sensibilities to reflecting on those with which he—and his 
readers—are personally familiar, he notes, “the unpleasant impression is well known that readily 
arises in many people when they visit collections of wax figures, panopticons and 
panoramas.”750 After this comment, Jentsch focuses his comments on waxworks and then turns 
to automata, but his points are nearly as apropos of panoramas, the third example in his list. One 
has only to replace the word “unpleasantness” with “uncertainty”: 
For many sensitive souls, such a figure also has the ability to retain its unpleasantness after the individual has 
taken a decision as to whether it is animate or not. Here it is probably a matter of semi-conscious secondary 
doubts which are repeatedly and automatically aroused anew when one looks again and perceives finer details; 
or perhaps it is also a mere matter of the lively recollection of the first awkward impression lingering in one’s 
mind.751 
Jentsch adds, 
Incidentally, it is of considerable interest to see in this example how true art, in wise moderation, avoids the 
absolute and complete imitation of nature and living beings, well knowing that such an imitation can easily 
produce uneasiness: the existence of a polychrome sculpture in wood and stone does not alter this fact in the 
least, and nor does the possibility of somewhat preventing such unpleasant side-effects if this kind of 
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representation is nevertheless chosen. The production of the uncanny can indeed be attempted in true art, by the 
way, but only with exclusively artistic means and artistic intention.752 
In addition to standing as a significant precedent for and source of Freud’s formulation of the 
uncanny (and offering a more accessible description), Jentsch’s reading confirms the panorama’s 
status as an uncanny medium, not only in its troubling of the difference between real and virtual, 
but in its subsequent erasure from popular consciousness as such. It is no wonder that Freud 
eschewed Jentsch’s reference to the panorama. That it offered in the time of Jentsch’s writing an 
readily accessible illustration of uncanny sensation, yet by Freud’s writing did not warrant 
mention (whereas automata did), indexes its passage from ubiquity to cultural irrelevance. 
Thirteen years had passed; the medium was familiar and culturally relevant (especially in 
Germany) when Jentsch wrote in 1906, but by Freud’s writing in 1919 cinema was ascendant 
and the panorama had fallen hard and fast from cultural currency—too obsolete to hold up, too 
recent to be worth looking back on. In this context, panoramic media can be considered as a 
negative condition, as in the sense of the situation in which Krauss found sculpture in the 
1970s—defined by what it was not, a virtual void of signification. 
 
THE PANORAMIC MODE. Anthony Vidler formulates a theory of the “architectural 
uncanny” as a means for “speculation on the peculiarly unstable nature of ‘house and home’ [and 
for] more general reflection on the questions of social and individual estrangement, alienation, 
exile, and homelessness.”753 After tracing the concept of the uncanny through its literary, 
aesthetic, philosophical, and psychoanalytical iterations, he deploys the architectural uncanny as 
a framework for interpreting the works of twentieth-century architectural practitioners 754 755 He 
                                                
752 Ibid. 
753 Vidler, 1992, ix. See also Vidler, 2014, in which he affiliates his research on the uncanny with Krauss’s 1979 
essay on the expanded field. 
754 Ibid., 23. In 257 pages, Vidler’s only mention of Jentsch is as glancing as Freud’s. 
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explains, “architecture reveals the deep structure of the uncanny in a more than analogical way, 
demonstrating a disquieting slippage between what seems homely and what is definitively 
unhomely.”756 He explains that in the 1980s and ‘90s, contemporary architects, following the 
leads of Lacan and Derrida, 
seized on this domain…in projects…[that] assume a critical role once reserved for literature and social thought 
in their emulation of the conditions of estrangement through architectural and urban form. Although powerless 
in the face of actual homelessness, their different versions of a spatial uncanny nevertheless articulate ways in 
which architecture works with respect to the de-domesticated subject. As analytical diagrams of the embodied 
gaze constructed by a prosthetic architecture, they press the notion of theoretical discourse in architecture to its 
limits, at the same time forcing political discourse to reformulate its paradigms of spatial analysis.757 
Vidler’s method is relevant to historical thinking on landscape architecture. The large park 
landscapes on Chicago’s west side have persisted since the 1870s in exhibiting unstable 
relationships between nature and culture, public and private, self and other, and are themselves 
implicated in urban “questions of social and individual estrangement, alienation, exile, and 
homelessness.” Echoing Vidler, I have treated parks, as well as panoramas, as analytical 
diagrams for a set of period understandings of landscape, nature, and representation. Where t 
shows that architecture functions as an analytical diagram of the “embodied gaze constructed by 
a prosthetic media culture,” I show that both the architecture/image hybrid that is the park 
landscape, and the architecture/image hybrid that is the panorama, function as analytical 
diagrams of a nineteenth-century iteration of the modern embodied gaze complete with 
foundations in “prosthetic media culture.”  
The failure of extant U.S. panoramas to capture nineteenth-century panoramic sensibilities is 
attributable in part to their contemporary curators’ de-emphasis of the felt, or haptic, sensations 
                                                                                                                                                       
755 Including Coop Himmelblau, James Stirling, Bernard Tschumi, Peter Eisenman, Diller + Scofidio, and OMA and 
Rem Koolhaas, among others. 
756 Ibid., x. Emphasis added. 
757 Ibid. Emphasis added. 
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of place and motion. If historic park landscapes likewise fail to capture nineteenth-century 
sensibilities, one reason is that the felt and haptic sensations of place and motion have been 
transformed by changes in the surrounding urban fabric (and in media culture). Landscapes 
intended to be accessed by horse-drawn coach were reordered by the advent of the mass-
produced and consumed automobile in the nineteen-teens.  The very integrity of Chicago’s parks 
and boulevards as a system depended on its visual and haptic consumption as a distinctive 
transportational circuit. The proliferation of motor-driven cars and trucks demanded a 
proliferating network of hard-paved roads; the density of that network eventually subsumed the 
boulevard circuit’s distinction as such. 
As the parks lost their positions in an encircling framework of boulevards, they were 
transformed into separate and more or less discrete landscapes. Lincoln Park, Grant Park, 
Jackson Park, and even Washington Park are still defined in part by their proximity to the 
lakefront. In contrast, Humboldt Park, Garfield Park, Douglas Park, and Columbus Park stand 
each alone, green anomalies in the gray grid. By tracing their emergence in the context not only 
of the boulevard system and the large parks movement, but also that movement’s affiliation with 
immersive media, I have sought to reclaim their status as interrelated creative constructs.  
 
A Theory of the Panoramic Uncanny. Jentsch’s panoramic formulation of the uncanny points 
the way toward such a reclamation. In order to claim this framework for landscape architectural 
scholarship, I propose a theory of the panoramic uncanny. Landscape issues undergird Vidler’s 
concept of the uncanny. He notes that landscape issues undergird Freud’s entire methodology: 
“the uncanniness of archaeology in its excavation of sites from Pompeii to Troy…supplied a 
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guiding metaphor for Freud in his development of psychoanalysis.”758 Vidler claims landscape as 
one of the three “most dominant” concepts unifying the “expanded field” of contemporary 
architecture, which is defined by “ideas of landscape, biological analogies, and new concepts of 
‘program.’”759  
Landscape is also key to Krauss’s formulation of the expanded field of modernist sculptural 
practice, to which architecture owes much for its expanded area of inquiry. Krauss’s influential 
diagram of the expanded field of the landscape-architecture complex was motivated by the 
obsolescence of that practice (figs. 1.4 and 2.4). Based on its obsolescence—Barnett Newman 
famously quipped that sculpture was “what you bump into when you back up to see a 
painting”—Krauss developed a framework anchored by sculpture’s status as all that it was not: 
neither landscape (ground), nor architecture (figure).760 From this pairing of neither/nor, she 
developed a Klein group in which the binary of not-landscape—not-architecture is mirrored by 
another binary, landscape—architecture. This enlarges the condition from one vector to four. As 
relationships along the four vectors are described, the expanded field emerges. 
The value of an EFD is that it can organize phenomena conventionally thought to be 
unrelated, and in so doing can define new critical frameworks. The scope of an EFD is 
determined by the nature of the questions by which it is motivated. Krauss’s objective was to 
distinguish among artistic expressions whose interpretation seemed intractable within the 
                                                
758 Ibid., xi. Vidler addes that this “uncanniness…provided the incentive for his disquisition on the fear of being 
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confines of traditional Modernist criticism. Whereas that tradition was predicated on the sanctity 
of essential (Greenbergian) definitions, Krauss recast the intellectual structure in which 
definitions existed. As we have seen, her EFD describes the expanded field of the landscape—
architecture complex.  
My EFD (fig. 1.7) describes the expanded field of the landscape—picture complex. Krauss 
began with the obsolete or “repressed” term when she placed sculpture on the “neuter” axis and 
worked her way up from there. I have begun from the other direction, with the dominant axis 
(the landscape—picture complex), and have been working toward the neuter axis (the repressed 
term). My motive has been to establish a critical framework for understanding an apparently 
obsolete landscape type, the large nineteenth-century urban landscape park. 
Let us turn to the question mark on the neuter axis as it appears in figure 2.5. When properly 
defined, it will describe the unconscious or “repressed” content of the picturesque, the panorama, 
and the large public park. What is not-landscape—not-picture? That is, what is that imagistic 
spatial condition that seems vacant—a situation that can only be defined by describing what it is 
not? 
We began with the question of the naturalistic park landscape as something whose status as a 
creative construct has become illegible, obscured by its very achievement of naturalism. This is 
the situation that occupies the diagram’s not-landscape—not-picture position. In the case of 
places like Chicago’s Garfield and Douglas Parks, its character is produced as an unstable 
amalgam of the familiar (a familiar landscape trope) and the unfamiliar (the otherness, exile, and 
actual homelessness that have attended these places since the turn of the twentieth century). I 
have expressed these conditions in figure 6.2 as the panoramic uncanny. 
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The concept of the uncanny is useful for interpreting and curating landscapes designed when 
panoramic media were ascendant. The wonder associated with Chicago’s inland parks when they 
were new was related to the wonder that accrued in panoramas. The panorama made visitors 
sense the presence of the place (or time) it represented and left them feeling ever after as though 
they’d been there—even though they knew (intellectually) that they hadn’t. Jentsch defines this 
effect as uncanny on the basis of its grounding in perceptual uncertainty. Chicago’s inland parks 
recast the perceived “nature” of the regional landscape, and they belonged, in at least one sense, 
to no one, inasmuch as they were built after Native residents were expelled from Illinois and 
before their environs were resettled. In both ways, they were unhomely, and they have remained 
so, never really belonging to the communities by whom they are surrounded.  
The uncanny has not been engaged by the literature of landscape history. It belongs here, in a 
study comparing picturesque, inner-city parks with the obsolete medium of the painted 
panorama, in part because the sense of the haptic animates each, yet is fundamentally elusive to 
textual and pictorial communication. Text is itself apprehended entirely through the sense of 
sight, and while visual and auditory sensibilities translate into writing without requiring 
foundational explanation, the sense of the haptic is more intractable. It is located in the 
imbrication of felt sensations—the bearing of the body’s weight against gravity, the skin’s 
registration of the movement of atmosphere. It bridges vision, hearing, the limbic sense of smell, 
and the intellect’s assessment of direction and position.761 
                                                
761 If the construct of place is produced through all the senses, landscape studies privilege the visual and intellectual 
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Defining the panoramic uncanny rounds out the expanded field of the landscape—picture 
complex. But in order to activate this insight for the interpretation of landscapes, we need to look 
deeper. Because the panoramic uncanny occupies the neuter, repressed axis of the landscape—
picture complex, I have drawn a new expanded field diagram (fig. 6.2) motivated by the shared 
obsolescence of parks and panoramas. This diagram plumbs the content of the repressed term 
(panoramic uncanny) by discerning the complex within that term.762 In order to set aside some of 
the logical language that can compete with the clarity that a logical diagram such as an expanded 
field diagram is meant to provide, I will give the expanded field shown in figure 6.3 a name that 
functions as a descriptive shorthand. That is, instead of calling it the virtual-reality complex, or 
the expanded field of nature-as-spectacle—terms that emphasize the complex axis and leave the 
other sides of the field latent—I will simply call this expanded field the panoramic mode.  
The dominant axis of the panoramic mode registers the binary of virtual—reality. Its vectors 
include, clockwise from the left, distancing and occlusion (virtual—not-virtual); nature as 
spectacle (virtual—reality); the view from above (reality—not-reality); and erasure of memory 
(not-virtual—not-reality). This expanded field offers a framework for understanding the 
intersection of media and landscape in the nineteenth century. Its multi-scalar nature 
accommodates all of the media addressed in this dissertation, including park landscapes, world 
exhibitions, round panoramas, moving panoramas, bird’s-eye views, stereographics, horizontal 
elevations of 360-degree views, pictorial travel guides, and view books. Its vectors reflect the 
scope of the dissertation’s findings and point toward avenues for further study. 
 
                                                
762 This can be understood as a nested set of orders, as we saw in Freud’s concept of condensation, and in the case of 
Chicago’s park system, which I argued in Chapter 5 for understanding as a representation of the city that is 
simultaneously continuous with and nested within the city itself. 
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Nature as Spectacle. We have seen that nineteenth-century understandings of the nature-
culture dialectic were inscribed in the landscapes of the large parks movement, and that this 
dialectic is driven by spectacle. Period photographs of Chicago’s parks reflect the over-the-top 
gardenesque plantings typical of the period (figs. 6.3-6.9). Many of these elaborate floral 
displays are grafted upon temporary structures; for example, the apparently architectural 
structure in figure 6.8 is just a façade propped against leaning timbers, much like a stage set. 
Others reflect significant semi-permanent investment, as for example in the case of the original 
Garfield Park Conservatory (fig. 6.10).  
The parks’ new “nature” was established by invoking the landscape history of other places 
through planning, grading, planting, and picturing—what Casid calls “relandscaping,” and was 
known in the 1870s and ‘80s as landscape gardening, and has since the late nineteenth century 
been professionalized as landscape architecture. Establishing parks as spectacularly “natural” 
places served to naturalize cultural landscapes superimposed over preexisting plant communities, 
ecosystems, and cultural landscapes, and to suppress awareness of the impact of urban 
development on natural and cultural systems. 
Nature as spectacle expands the virtual—reality complex axis shown in figure 6.2. 
Understanding nature-as-spectacle as a dominant perceptual framework (that is, a complex) with 
diverse manifestations and an unconscious register opens an expanded field that accommodates 
both landscape media and actual landscapes without assigning them to set positions in a binary 
hierarchy of the real and the represented. 
 
The View From Above. Views of extent have always been useful and compelling; that high 
vantage points afford extensive and actionable overviews has guided the selection of building 
and settlement sites and the design of architecture throughout human history. Rebecca Ross 
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invokes the Chicago case in order to argue that the very profession of urban planning coalesced, 
at the turn of the twentieth century, as a set of methods for seeing and managing cities from 
elevated viewing positions. Without mentioning Chicago’s then-thirty-year-old park and 
boulevard system, she investigates Daniel Burnham (American, 1846-1912) and Edward H. 
Bennett’s (English, 1874-1954) civic plans for San Francisco and Chicago. She characterizes the 
“mode” of urban planning as the “view from above” and defines the team’s choice of 
workspaces as “panoramic.” In 1904, Burnham and Bennett fitted a San Francisco bungalow on 
Twin Peaks with a viewing platform from which they produced a 360-degree photograph. They 
used this panoramic image as a tool for developing their plan for that city. A few years later, they 
constructed a three-room, glass-walled office on the roof of Chicago’s Railway Exchange 
building, where they and their staff worked as the developed the 1909 Plan of Chicago. Both 
designs are organized around these practically-derived views from above.763  
In the case of panoramic media, and that of the large parks movement as well, the issue of 
seeing from above unfolds with more subtlety than we see in the comprehensive plan views and 
numerous bird’s-eye perspectives of Burnham and Bennett’s 1909 Plan. The view inside a round 
                                                
763 Charles Norton, who worked for Burnham and Bennett, recalled that “three rooms were erected for us there on 
the roof where the draftsmen and every person who touched this plan could look out from the windows and see the 
problem laying [sic] right before him, the problem of the lake front and looking in the other direction the problem of 
the great city itself.” Ross, 269, quoting Charles Norton speaking to the Commercial Club of Chicago, January 25, 
1908 (see her footnote 1). Burnham explained that the San Francisco viewing platform—and, by Ross’s 
extrapolation, the purpose-built Chicago office—were “selected to command the panorama of the city and to permit 
uninterrupted study.” Ibid., 270, quoting Daniel Burnham, Report on a Plan for San Francisco (San Francisco: 
Association for the Improvement and Adornment of San Francisco, 1905), 7 (see Ross’s footnote 5). Ross 
demonstrates that whereas Burnham and Bennett used their San Francisco viewing platform in direct and practical 
ways, the Chicago office served more as a method and symbol for conceptual orientation. She distills Burnham and 
Bennett’s negotiation of two very different values—on the one hand, “the sentiment of civic pride,” and on the 
other, the authority of oversight. Ibid., 2013, 270, quoting Burnham from the same report. The duality of sentiment 
alongside authority is evocative of the 1909 Plan’s disposition, and moreover of the moment in which it was 
conceived—a turning point between two different kinds of professional affect: the affect of boosterism, and that of 
rational city planning. The Plan stood between the large parks movement and the advent of a profession that upheld 
traffic flow as the highest standard of order. Ross argues that the view from above characterizes the formation of a 
discipline and makes an effective argument that Jules Guerin artfully expressed this transition in his watercolor 
views for the Plan. 
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panorama seems to look outward, from a modestly-elevated position, rather than down from a 
precipitous vantage point—but this position does depends on elevation, without which the 
horizon would be occluded and the panorama’s illusion of optical depth greatly diminished. 
Alphand’s Parc des Buttes Chaumont is defined by its dramatic grade shifts and a symbolic 
pinnacle in the form of the Rotonde, but his system’s overarching implication of oversight is 
produced more by long views along its wide, straight boulevards, movement along and through 
the interconnected boulevards and greenspaces, and by naturalistic, gently elevated gathering 
points, than by a preponderance of dramatically-elevated vistas. 
Chicago’s park and boulevard system is deployed on a virtually level plain. In order to 
understand its implication of a totalizing urban experience, we have attended to its media context 
and its period representation in words and images. These methods are not, in themselves, 
remarkable; because landscape is, by definition, materially ephemeral, historians of landscape 
rely heavily upon landscape representations—texts, and images—in place of actual landscape 
evidence. This is problematic insomuch as texts and images differ markedly from the complexity 
of the phenomena that comprise landscapes. Dianne Harris and David Hays characterize texts 
and images as potentially “deceptive.” The term acknowledges the reasonable assumption that 
ideally such a document would be consulted by scholars because it is, in some cohesive way, 
truthful.764  But images are as two-dimensional and static as landscapes are three-dimensional 
and temporal: no matter how “accurate” a rendering may be, a landscape image is fundamentally 
different from the information it seeks or purports to relay. 
Harris and Hays advise analyzing garden pictures with multi-source analysis and careful 
attention to cultural context. Beyond reflecting what is, or was, as in the sense of materiality and 
culturally, such images reflect culture and context. That is, they are not necessarily reliable 
                                                
764 Hays and Harris reflect on this issue, 2007, 23. 
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documents of form, but they do the significance of landscape in the history of Western European 
culture. Chicago presents a case in which the importance of the view from above can only be 
discerned by multi-source analysis and attention to cultural context, as Harris and Hays advise. 
Its park boulevard system’s period cultural significance makes its greatest sense when 
understood as a collection of spaces that coalesce in an immersive urban whole whose logic 
expresses of the visual and media culture of the panoramic urban overview. This argument 
makes even more sense when considered as a precursor to the city’s more familiar history as the 
site of the 1893 fair and the subject of the 1909 Plan. 
Chicago’s park system followed on the precedents set by New York and Paris—not Boston, 
as many imagine. This point merits further study. Construction of Chicago’s system began in 
1871, seven years before construction in Boston (1878) and four years before the Boston Park 
Commission even began to discuss sites with Olmsted in 1875.765 But Zaitzevsky implies the 
reverse when she writes “as early as 1868 [Olmsted and Vaux] coined the term ‘parkway’ in a 
report urging the Brooklyn commissioners to connect Prospect Park to the ocean…and to Central 
Park.”766 As we now know, Chicago was contemplating a system of parkways as early as 1866. 
In fact, Zaitzevsky demonstrates that Boston was looking to Chicago, without commenting as 
such, when she points out that an unsigned October 1869 editorial in the Boston Advertiser 
quoted extensively from H. W. S. Cleveland’s book The Public Grounds of Chicago. In that little 
                                                
765 Zaitzevsky, 1982, 43. 
766 Ibid. A 2005 Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation report on the history of the parkway is 
similarly mistaken on these points. It begins, “The parkways of the Metropolitan Parks System contained the first 
American recreational travel ways.” But as we have seen, Chicago’s system predates Boston’s by about a decade. 
The report continues, “the partners coined the term ‘parkway,’ as part of their 1868 design for the Park and Parkway 
System of Buffalo, New York and Prospect Park in Brooklyn. Olmsted’s parkway concept came to Boston in 1887, 
when he proposed a system of parkways linking the Boston Common and Public Garden to the Fens, Leverett Pond, 
Jamaica Pond, the Arnold Arboretum and Franklin Park in an “Emerald Necklace” of public green space that would 
encircle the city.”  While these dates conflict with those given by Zaitzevksy, both sources confirm that Boston’s 
plans took shape after Chicago’s system of parks and boulevards was well under say. These sources indicated that 
this error is commonplace. 
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volume, Cleveland proffered comments on “What Boston May Do” in which he advocated not 
for a central park but for an interconnected system of improvements—much as had already been 
commissioned in Chicago by the time the unsigned editorial appeared in Boston.767 Zaitzevsky 
very nearly invokes Chicago as a precedent for the Copeland/Bowditch plan for Boston but then 
retreats, commenting “Geology, however, seems by far the most likely reason for Copeland’s 
circumferential scheme.”768 
My counterintuitive thesis—that despite Chicago’s flat terrain, its 1869 park boulevard 
system constituted a hybrid virtual-reality view from above—could be tested and extended by a 
study on the emergence of national pavilions in world exhibitions. A number of popular sources 
define Chicago’s 1893 fair as the first world exhibition to present official national pavilions, but 
this question informs surprisingly little scholarly literature.769 If we accept that Chicago’s 
encircling park boulevard system was a first for the United States, and that panoramas were the 
“forerunners” of the Parisian arcades and the world exhibitions, then an examination of the late-
nineteenth-century emergence of national pavilions could extend and test the efficacy of my 
analytical framework of the panoramic mode as a virtual view from above. 
 
Distance, Occlusion, and Disorientation. The dissertation has lain the groundwork for a 
closer examination of the West Parks’—or any large nineteenth-century urban park’s—designed 
capacity to distance the visitor from the city, whether by occluding sensory perception of the city 
or by curating it as a view in the distance. The parks in this study have evolved in different ways 
                                                
767 Zaitzevksy, 34-35. For Cleveland’s comments on Boston, see Cleveland, 1869, 8-12. 
768 Ibid., 41. See her footnote 33. 
769 Souto, 2012, identifies the Paris Exposition Universelle of 1867 as the first to host national pavilions. Stocklun 
concurs, 1994, 39. Regardless of whether Paris 1867 or Chicago 1893 is the first, it supports and extends my 
overarching thesis. 
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as a consequence of their “confrontations”—the ways their edges connect with the surrounding 
urban fabric—in all of their social, infrastructural, and topographical particularity. 
At Regent’s Park, there remains a near-total remove from the urban milieu. This is due to the 
park’s round design and its structural separation from the adjacent urban fabric in a series of 
layers. The surrounding ring of terrace-houses, which creates an opaque barrier to traffic flow 
and the sights and sounds of London, can be thought as the first layer of structural remove. The 
second layer is the park fence that restricts movement into and out of the park to controlled 
access points. A third layer of remove is effected by the thick hedge that runs along the inside of 
the fence, blocking views into and out from the park and controlling sight lines as visitors move 
to and from the entry/exit points. 
This control creates a disorienting effect, not unlike that of the panorama tunnel, as one 
approaches Regent’s Park—first along the outside of the hedge and then along the road that leads 
into the park, which also is hedged, such that one does not fully “arrive” until finally stepping on 
foot around the hedge and onto the park path. Once inside, all one can see is the park, and all one 
can hear are the birds. Regent’s Park remains a world apart where reality is different, not unlike 
the unspecified London “Park” of P. L. Travers’s 1930s Mary Poppins stories. 
Although the Colosseum’s Panorama of London is long gone, John Nash’s Diorama building 
still stands across the street from Regent’s Park, and Madame Tussaud’s wax museum continues 
to infuse its environs with a decidedly nineteenth-century strain of virtual experience. Visitors 
who arrive via the nearest Tube stop are confronted by the wax museum’s many beckoning 
entrances as they pass along one or the other of its block-long façades between Marylebone 
Station and the park. My assessment of the present-day experience’s consistency with the park’s 
designed and early disposition is based on my 2017 site visits and on the fact of the general 
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invariability of the park’s circular architectural and landscape arrangements. Further study could 
nuance these findings. 
 The picturesque foregrounding and far-reaching views promised by Bachmann’s New York 
stereographic are fulfilled by the on-the-ground experience of Central Park’s prodigious extent, 
including its scenic overlooks and miles of linear park-city confrontation. Olmsted and Vaux 
angled the mall in order to produce the illusion of greater extents and increase the sensation of 
distance from the surrounding city. Calton Hill, located in an affluent section of Edinburgh, 
continues to draw visitors onto shady paths that ascend toward the park spread across its sunny 
summit, and it still affords 360-degree views over the city and the surrounding regional 
topography. Alphand’s Parc des Buttes-Chaumont, occupying one of Paris’s working-class 
arondissements, continues to function in many of the ways it was intended; figure 4.37 remains 
highly evocative of the present park’s spectacular views over its own terrain and the surrounding 
city. In all of these cases, we see the effect that Kaplan and Kaplan describe as “being away.” 
The other elements they define as key to “restorative” settings—extent, fascination, and 
compatibility—also belong here, in the domain of distance, occlusion, and disorientation as part 
of the expanded field of the panoramic mode. 
Chicago’s Humboldt, Garfield, and Douglas Parks also produce distancing effects. Although 
the point is denied in the limited existing literature, which describes them as completely flat, in 
fact their grading creates high points on some of the outer edges as well as lowered interior 
spaces whose circulation patterns increase in complexity at the grade falls. Further study could 
determine when these features were developed. If distancing features were implicit in Jenney’s 
plans, which scholars agree drew on Alphand’s designs, to what extent do improvements made 
during DuBuis’s and Jensen’s tenures build on that objective? Surely greatly; water features are 
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by definition lower than the grade of the surrounding city, and Jensen’s ca. 1907 Prairie River 
(which Spirn dismisses as a decoration) is designed to remove the visitor from Chicago and 
transport her to a rural Midwestern landcape.770 
Gettysburg National Military Park could be studied as an immersive environment. Its fields 
have been curated not only to immerse visitors in the context in which the battle of Gettysburg 
unfolded but also to offer a period landscape experience. The landscape is the primary 
interpretive exhibit, and it operates much as the Gettysburg panorama did when it was presented 
in Chicago, Philadelphia, and Boston in the 1880s—before it was relocated to the site it depicted, 
and before it was reprogrammed in the vernacular of cinema. Examining this complex affiliation 
between media and landscape would likely yield new insights for curating visitor experiences in 
the military park. 
 
Erasure of Memory.  One of the reasons for the panorama’s cultural and historiographical 
obscurity is its physical loss. The fragility and unwieldiness of enormous canvases, not to 
mention the architectural inadaptability of windowless rotundas with dirt floors, resulted in the 
medium’s material erasure. This situation is surely exacerbated by the panorama’s split identity 
as both high art and popular attraction, which has metastasized from a both/and status to a 
neither/nor condition. 
The large urban park’s identity is more complexly contested. The decline of Chicago’s non-
lakefront parks, which had already begun by the turn of the twentieth century, parallels the 
obsolescence of panoramic media. We can see this process of obsolescence and reclamation 
clearly in the case of New York’s Central Park, which struck its first generation of users as a 
wonder—an impossible achievement, an unprecedented feat of engineering a new nature. That 
                                                
770 See Miller, 1915, 2. 
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sense of wonder, stoked by the park’s status as a fabrication, would be lost on succeeding 
generations who grew up with it. In this sense, Olmsted’s design was almost too effective; the 
naturalism that was his greatest achievement obscured the park’s origins, rendering the place 
imperceptible as either a work of art or a feat of engineering, let alone both: it was “just” 
nature.771  
The story of Central Park’s descent into cultural wilderness and subsequent reclamation is 
well documented. Chicago’s Humboldt, Garfield, and Douglas Parks remain under somewhat 
greater stress.772 The fact of their existence does speak of specific cultural and scientific 
histories. It describes the time when miasma theory prevailed and green space was prescribed to 
meet a perceived need for citizens to escape the “bad airs” blamed for Chicago’s recurrent 
outbreaks of cholera and other illnesses. The parks’ positions amid the relatively modest 
residential neighborhoods surrounding them indicate, if indirectly, the speculative economic 
climate in which the parks and boulevards were commissioned. 
But little has been written with regard to the inland parks’ and boulevards’ construction on a 
perceived tabula rasa of  “uninhabited,” dead-flat terrain, nor their instrumental role in 
organizing the white settlement soon to unfold in a region from which Native residents had 
recently been expelled. This situation sharpens the questions with which this chapter began. Can 
attending to the representational objectives of spectacle culture in general, and panoramic media 
in particular, help reclaim the most repressed register of this landscape’s history? And if the 
parks suppressed awareness of what came before them, do they continue to hide something? 
                                                
771 Olin, Treib, Herrington and Gillette in LJ and reprinted now – but does this point digress? 
772 The economic promise of park landscapes spurred the nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century development of 
Chicago’s west side, but the larger impact of racial and economic segregation has maintained a powerful grip on the 
city’s cultural geography for well over a century. 
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The simultaneity and suddenness with which both the panoramic medium and the large 
park’s designed naturalism fell into obsolescence are striking. If the panoramic mode signals an 
early form of technical modernism, then its obsolescence heralds a twentieth century modern that 
is more nihilistic, skeptical, and tragic. This is the mode that Wallace surveys in Botanist on Alp 
(No. 1). The expanded field of the panoramic mode makes landscape repression visible, and 
perhaps methodologically accessible.  
Gettysburg’s curation by automobile—the means by which visitors access the park’s extent 
and engage another primary curatorial tool, the narrative audio tour—illustrates the way media 
and technology serve and shape historiographic ends. Much as the expanded field of the 
panoramic mode unfolded from the neuter, repressed axis of the expanded field of the 
picturesque, there is the potential for a new expanded field to emerge from the neuter axis of the 
expanded field of the panoramic mode. What is the expanded field that could reclaim the 
memory that has been erased by the landscapes of the panoramic mode? Pursuing this question 
can open new frameworks for interpreting historic urban landscapes not only as cultural artifacts 







TABLE 3.1 | COMPARISON OF CURATION OF EXTANT NINETEENTH-CENTURY U.S. PANORAMAS WITH 
THE MESDAG PANORAMA (THE HAGUE, NETHERLANDS) 
 
 
 Beach at Scheveningen 
Palace and Gardens at 
Versailles Battle of Gettysburg Battle of Atlanta* 
Website http://www.panorama-mesdag.nl/english/ http://www.metmuseum.org/collection/the-collection-online/search/13052 http://www.nps.gov/gett/learn/historyculture/gettysburg-cyclorama.htm http://www.atlantacyclorama.org/ 





F. W. Heine (German) and 
August Lohr (German), 
American Panorama Co., 
Milwaukee, WI 
Date of Production 1881 1818-19 1884 1885-86 
Current 
Location The Hague, Netherlands The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, NY, USA Gettysburg National Military Park, Gettysburg, PA, USA Atlanta, GA, USA 
Date of My Visit 2014 2013, 2015 2013 2014 
Dimensions 14m x 120m 12’ (orig.18’) x 165’ (3.6 x 49.5m) 
42’ x 377’ 
(13.8m x 115m) 
50’ x 400’ 
(15.24m x 121m) 
Period 2nd wave 1st wave 2nd wave 2nd wave 
Date of Current 
Curation 1880s 2000s 2000s 1960s 
Curation: Comment Period curation As wallpaper As cinema As automata 
Theme Landscape view Landscape view Battle scene Battle scene 
Entry: Free or Timed Free Free Timed Timed 
Approach 
Infrastructure Double spiral staircase None Escalator with LEDs Shallow ramp 
Approach: Grade From beneath At grade From below At grade 
Approach: Dark or 
Light Dark Light Light Light 
Emergence: Dark or 
Light Light Light Dark Dark 
Floor Surface Wood Carpet Carpet Carpet 
Platform: Flat or 
Declining Declining Flat Flat, with ADA ramps Flat with risers 
Platform Notes Rustic There is no platform; visitors can approach the canvas surface 
Ramps are delineated by floor-
level LED strip lighting Revolving amphitheater 
Light: Natural, 
Artificial, or Theatrical Natural Artificial Artificial and Theatrical Artificial 
Light Source: 
Concealed or Exposed Concealed Visible Visible Visible 
Canopy Notes Present; light brown gathered fabric; waterstained None 
Black ceiling with theatrical 
infrastructure (lights, speakers) None 
Canvas Edges: 
Concealed or Exposed Concealed Exposed Concealed 
Exposed at top; concealed at 
bottom by faux terrain 
Audio: None, Optional 
Headset, or Theatrical None + optional headset None + optional headset Theatrical Narrated by live actor 
Duration: Unlimited or 
Limited Unlimited Unlimited 
Limited to the duration of the 
sound and light narrative Limited 
Visibility: 
360° or Limited 360° 
360°, except that there are two full 
breaks in the canvas (it is not 
continuous) 
Limited by platform 
infrastructure Limited by platform infrastructure 
Faux Terrain: Never 
Any, Present, Lost Present Never any Present Present 
Visitors: Curated into 
View or Uncurated Curated Uncurated Uncurated Uncurated 
Visitor Movement: 
Free or Limited Free Free Limited by ramps and crowd 
Limited by revolving 
amphitheater infrastructure 
Additional Notes Accurate period curation Not curated as a panorama but rather as a mural or as wallpaper. 
Curated as a theatrical/cinema 
experience 
Curated like the 1960s Disney 
attraction, The World of 
Tomorrow 
 
*This panorama is currently being rehoused in a new purpose-built rotunda. The data provided were current when collected.   
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TABLE 3.2 | COMPARISON OF CURATION OF EXTANT NINETEENTH-CENTURY PANORAMAS 
 
Continues horizontally across three pages 
 
 Panorama of Thun 
Palace and Gardens at 
Versailles Salzburg Panorama Beach at Scheveningen 
Website http://www.kunstmuseumthun.ch/panorama/Panorama.html http://www.metmuseum.org/collection/the-collection-online/search/13052 n/a http://www.panorama-mesdag.nl/english/ 
Artist 






Johann Michael Sattler (1786-
1847) 
Hendrik Willem Mesdag 
Dutch, 1831-1915 
Date of Production 1814 1818-19 1829 1881 
Current 
Location Thun, Switzerland The Metropolitan Museum of Art New York, NY, USA Salzburg Museum Salzburg, Austria The Hague, Netherlands 
Date of My Visit 2015 2013, 2015 2014 2014 
Dimensions 7.5m x 38.3m 12’ (orig.18’) x 165’ (3.6 x 49.5m) 
4.96m x 25.81m 
(16’ x 84.5’) 14m x 120m 
Period 1st wave 1st wave 1st wave 2nd wave 
Date of Current 
Curation 1961 2000s 2010s 1880s 
Curation: Comment  As wallpaper  Period curation 
Theme Landscape view Landscape view City view Landscape view 
Entry: Free or Timed Free Free Free Free 
Approach 
Infrastructure Staircase None Stairs Double spiral staircase 
Approach: Grade From beneath At grade From below From beneath 
Approach: Dark or 
Light Light Light Light Dark 
Emergence: Dark or 
Light Light Light Light Light 
Floor Surface Poured concrete in circular stairstep Carpet Carpet Wood 
Platform: Flat or 
Declining Stairsteps Flat Flat Declining 
Platform Notes Amphitheater. Visitors can approach the canvas surface. 
There is no platform; visitors can 
approach the canvas surface. 
Raised telescopes (viewers 
ascend several steps to use) Rustic 
Light: Natural, 
Artificial, or Theatrical Natural Artificial Natural Natural 
Light Source: 
Concealed or Exposed Visible skylight Visible Concealed Concealed 
Canopy Notes None None Hard surface Present; light brown gathered fabric; waterstained 
Canvas Edges: 
Concealed or Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed Concealed 
Audio: None, Optional 
Headset, or Theatrical None + optional headset None + optional headset None None + optional headset 
Duration: Unlimited or 
Limited Unlimited Unlimited Unlimited Unlimited 
360° Visibility: 
Full 360° or Limited 360° 
360°, except that there are two full 
breaks in the canvas (it is not 
continuous) 
360° 360° 
Faux Terrain: Never 
Any, Present, Lost Never Any Never any Never Any Present 
Visitors: Curated into 
View or Uncurated Uncurated Uncurated Curated Curated 
Visitor Movement: 
Free or Limited 
Free but limited by stairstepped 
surface Free Unlimited Free 




TABLE 3.2 | COMPARISON OF CURATION OF EXTANT NINETEENTH-CENTURY PANORAMAS 
 
Continues horizontally across three pages 
 
 Bourbaki Panorama Battle of Gettysburg Battle of Atlanta* Battle of Bergisel 1809 












F. W. Heine (German) and 
August Lohr (German), 
American Panorama Co., 
Milwaukee, WI 
Michael Zeno Diemer, German 
Date of Production 1881 1884 1885-86 1896 
Current 
Location Lucerne, Switzerland Gettysburg National Military Park, Gettysburg, PA, USA Atlanta, GA, USA Innsbruck, Austria 
Date of My Visit 2015 2013 2014 2014 
Dimensions 15m x 112m 42’ x 377’ (13.8m x 115m) 
50’ x 400’ 
(15.24m x 121m) 10m x 100 m 
Period 2nd wave 2nd wave 2nd wave 2nd wave 
Date of Current 
Curation 2009 2000s 1960s 2010s 
Curation: Comment Period curation As cinema As automata Period curation 
Theme Battle scene Battle scene Battle scene Battle scene 
Entry: Free or Timed Free Timed Timed Free 
Approach 
Infrastructure Stairs Escalator with LEDs Shallow ramp Stairs 
Approach: Grade From beneath From below At grade From beneath 
Approach: Dark or 
Light Dark Light Light Dark 
Emergence: Dark or 
Light Light Dark Dark Light 
Floor Surface Wood Carpet Carpet Carpet 
Platform: Flat or 
Declining Inclining Flat, with ADA ramps Flat with risers Declining and Inclining 
Platform Notes Cushioned benches Ramps are delineated by LED strip lighting Revolving amphitheater Grade shifts gently 
Light: Natural, 
Artificial, or Theatrical Natural Artificial and Theatrical Artificial Natural 
Light Source: 
Concealed or Exposed Concealed Visible Visible Concealed 
Canopy Notes Dark 
No canpy. Black ceiling with 




Concealed or Exposed Concealed Concealed 
Exposed at top; concealed at 
bottom by faux terrain Concealed 
Audio: None, Optional 
Headset, or Theatrical 
Theatrical, on a loop, in several 
languages (unavoidable) Theatrical Narrated by live actor None + optional headset 
Duration: Unlimited or 
Limited Unlimited 
Limited to the duration of the 
sound and light narrative Limited Unlimited 
360° Visibility: 
Full 360° or Limited Full 360° Limited by platform infrastructure 
Limited by platform 
infrastructure Full 360° 
Faux Terrain: Never 
Any, Present, Lost Present Present Present Present 
Visitors: Curated into 
View or Uncurated Curated Uncurated Uncurated Curated 
Visitor Movement: 
Free or Limited Free Limited by ramps and crowd 
Limited by revolving 
amphitheater infrastructure Free 
Additional Notes Accurate period curation Curated as a theatrical/cinema experience 
Curated like the 1960s Disney 
attraction, The World of 
Tomorrow 
Accurate period curation 
*This panorama is currently being rehoused in a new purpose-built rotunda. The data given were current when collected.  
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TABLE 3.2 | COMPARISON OF CURATION OF EXTANT NINETEENTH-CENTURY PANORAMAS 
 
Continues horizontally across three pages 
 
 Jerusalem at the time of the Crucifixion Battle of Waterloo The Crucifixion of Christ 















Location Altötting, Germany Braine l’Alleud, Belgium Einsiedeln, Switzerland 
Date of My Visit 2014 2015 2015 
Dimensions 12m x 95m 12m x 110m 10m x 100m 
Period 2nd wave 2nd wave 2nd wave 






Curation: Comment Period curation Major problem with skylight Period curation 
Theme Religious site and scene Battle scene Religious site and scene 
Entry: Free or Timed Free Free Free 
Approach 
Infrastructure Wide staircase Wide staircase Wide staircase 
Approach: Grade From beneath From beneath From below 
Approach: Dark or 
Light Dark and Light (exposed dim light bulbs) Light (exposed 60-watt lightbulbs) Dark (but not as dark as Mesdag or Bergisel) 
Emergence: Dark or 
Light Light Light Light 
Floor Surface Wood Wood Wood 
Platform: Flat or 
Declining Declining Inclining Flat 
Platform Notes Rustic Directional interpretive signage at floor level Rustic 
Light: Natural, 
Artificial, or Theatrical Natural 
Natural but compromised (see final comment 
below) Natural 
Light Source: 
Concealed or Exposed Concealed 
Concealed but compromised (see final 
comment below Concealed 
Canopy Notes Dark fabric Dark Dark 
Canvas Edges: 
Concealed or Exposed Concealed Concealed Concealed 
Audio: None, Optional 
Headset, or Theatrical None + optional headset None + optional headset None 
Duration: Unlimited or 
Limited Unlimited Unlimited Unlimited 
Visibility: 
360° or Limited 360° 360° 360° 
Faux Terrain: Never 
Any, Present, Lost Present Present Present 
Visitors: Curated into 
View or Uncurated Curated Curated Curated 
Visitor Movement: 
Free or Limited Free Free Free 
Additional Notes Accurate period curation 
In 2008, the original frosted glass \ skylight 
was replaced was replaced with clear glass. 
This allows shadows to be cast on the canvas 
surface, which disrupts the viewer’s perception 
of pictorial depth. 
1962 copy is painted in an expressionistic 





TABLE 3.3 | COMPARISON OF CURATION TWENTIETH & TWENTY-FIRST-CENTURY PANORAMAS  
 
 
Panorama of the Early 
Bourgeois Revolution in 
Germany 
Celestial Vault 
Luxembourg in the 17th 
Century, a.k.a. Marche-aux-
Herbes Around 1650 
Leipzig 1813 
Website http://www.panorama-museum.de/en/ http://www.stroom.nl/nl/kor/project.php?pr_id=4616026 http://mhvl.lu/EXPOSITIONS/EXPOSITION+PERMANENTE.html http://www.asisi.de/en/homepage.html 
Artist Werner Tubke James Turrell Antoine Fontaine Yadegar Asisi 
Date of Production 1987 1996 2006 2013 
Current 
Location Bad Frankenhausen,, Germany Kljkduin, The Hague, Netherlands Gettysburg National Military Park, Gettysburg, PA, USA Leipzig, Germany 
Date of My Visit 2014 2014 2015 2014 
Dimensions 14m x 123m 12’ (orig.18’) x 165’ (3.6 x 49.5m) 
42’ x 377’ 
(13.8m x 115m) 32m x 110 m 
Period 20th century 21st century 2
nd wave 21st century 
Date of Current 
Curation 1987 1996 2000s 2013 
Curation: Comment Period curation Pair of earthworks As cinema 
Monumental contemporary 
adaptation of the panoramic 
medium 
Theme Religious scene Landscape and sky view City view Urban battle scene 
Entry: Free or Timed Timed Free Free Free 
Approach 
Infrastructure Staircase Path and tunnel None 
Three story exposed staircase 
with viewing stages 
Approach: Grade From beneath From below At grade From beneath 
Approach: Dark or 
Light Dark Light (path); Dark (tunnel) Light Dark 
Emergence: Dark or 
Light Dark Light Light Light 
Floor Surface Carpet Grass, gravel Polished concrete Perforated metal 
Platform: Flat or 
Declining Flat Concave; convex Flat Flat 
Platform Notes There is no platform. Visitors can approach the canvas directly. 
The landscape design serves a 
similar purpose to the panorama 
platform; it simultaneously 
distances the viewer from the 
object of regard and brings an 
illusion into view 
No platform. Visitors can 
approach canvas directly. Industrial infrastructure 
Light: Natural, 
Artificial, or Theatrical Artificial Natural Artificial Artificial and theatrical 
Light Source: 
Concealed or Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed Visible to the determined visitor 
Canopy Notes None None None None 
Canvas Edges: 
Concealed or Exposed Exposed 
The lower viewing station hides 
the horizon; the upper one 
emphasizes the horizon 
Exposed Exposed 
Audio: None, Optional 
Headset, or Theatrical Recommended headset None None Theatrical 
Duration: Unlimited or 
Limited Limited to duration of audio Unlimited 
Limited to the duration of the 
sound and light narrative 
Limited by theatrical light and 
sound 
Visibility: 
360° or Limited 360° 
Unlimited, except that there are 
two full breaks in the canvas (it is 
not continuous) 
360° surface is broken by one 
doorway Limited by platform infrastructure 
Faux Terrain: Never 
Any, Present, Lost Never any Never any Present Never any 
Visitors: Curated into 
View or Uncurated Uncurated Curated Uncurated Semi-curated 
Visitor Movement: 
Free or Limited Restricted Free Free 
The platform is not round; thus 
therefore somewhat limited 
Additional Notes 
Visitors recline on padded round 
benches. Circulation is 
discouraged. A minder keeps 
watch over the audience. 
Not curated as a panorama but 
rather as a mural or as wallpaper. 
Small. For this reason, and 
because the faux terrain lies 
right at the viewer’s feet; the 
illusion of depth constantly 
comes and goes 
The illusion of pictorial depth is 
highly effective from the upper 
viewing decks 
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5 CHM guides 


































Battle of Shiloh 
Theophile 
Poilpot 





Aug. 1 – Dec 
(GM) 
2 CHM guides, 
incl photos 
Siege of Paris 
Jan-Oct (GM) 
 











Battle of Shiloh 
Theophile 
Poilpot 
















Aug. Lohr & F. 
  .   
                                                
773 See “Chicago’s Cyclorama,” n.d., n.p., https://chicagology.com/goldenage/goldenage049/. Accessed April 6, 
2018. Paris by Moonlight is cited in the quoted text from the Chicago Times, 12/2/1883, an article which is 
primarily about the new Battle of Gettysburg cyclorama: “The entrance  fee to these remarkable illusions and 
pictures is 50 cents, and you may stay as long as you please, an interesting lecture is being delivered meanwhile. 
Paris by Moonlight was the first cyclorama seen in Chicago. It was shown in the Exposition Building in 1875. 
Jerusalem, The Siege of Paris, Shiloh, and the Monitor and Merrimac have since been exhibited to admiring 
throngs. The artist who gained greatest celebrity in this work had the alarming name of Philippoteaux.” 
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& 15TH ST. MIDWAY MIDWAY 
RIVER-
VIEW 



















Battle of Shiloh 
Theophile 
Poilpot 
Jan – Dec (GM) 
Battle of 
Chattanooga.  













Piglhein on his 
Jerusalem) 
Sep. 6 – Dec. 
(GM) 
(no guide) 















Battle of Shiloh 
Theophile 
Poilpot 
Jan – Jan (GM) 
Jerusalem on 
the Day of the 
Crucifixion 
Jan – Dec. 
(GM) 











Battle of Shiloh 
Reopens 4-30 
Thru Dec (GM) 
Jerusalem on 




Jan – Dec. 
(GM) 



























































Chicago Fire  
aka Panorama 
of the Burning of 
Chicago  
(Is this by the 
Simeon W. King 
Panorama Co. 
of the Burning of 
Chicago, 
October 8th & 
9th, 1871, which 
Niagara  
Falls 
Jan - Nov 
(GM) 
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Reed & Gross 














Chicago Fire  
Reed & Gross 
Jan – Sep  
Lawsuit begins 




& Gross show 
their own 
Jerusalem in 
Chicago, May 3 
– Oct (GM) 
(LOCATION??) 
 






Jan – Oct 
(GM) 
 
Or could this 
be the Heine 
& Lohr 
version shown 

















































Jan only. GM 


















































       
                                                
774 Comment, 1999, 71. Comment reports that there was also a diorama of this subject by Michael Zeno Diemer 
(1867-1939): “An artist specializing in Alpine scenes, Diemer became famous when, in 1893, he produced a 
diorama of glaciers for the Chicago World’s Fair.” 
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TABLE 5.1 | PANORAMAS EXHIBITED OR PRODUCED AND EXHIBITED IN CHICAGO 











































































      
SELIG 
















































   
ESSANAY 

























   
ESSANAY 
Jan - Dec 
(GM) 





   
ESSANAY 
Jan - Dec 
(GM) 





   
ESSANAY 
Jan - Dec 
(GM) 




   
ESSANAY 
Jan - Dec 
(GM) 
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ESSANAY 
Jan - Dec 
(GM) 





   
ESSANAY 
Jan - Dec 
(GM) 





   
ESSANAY 
Jan - Dec 
(GM) 




TABLE 5.2 | PANORAMAS PRODUCED IN CHICAGO FOR AUSTRALIA 
AND REED & GROSS’S STORAGE BUILDING 
continues vertically across three pages 







REED & GROSS 
STORAGE 
6001 S. INDIANA 
1888 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Gettysburg 
in Sydney, Australia, March 
– Dec (GM) 
(no guide) 
    
1889 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Gettysburg 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
    
1890 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Gettysburg 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Jerusalem in Adelaide, 
Australia, Jan – Dec (GM) 
  
1891 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Gettysburg 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Jerusalem in Adelaide, 
Australia, Jan – Dec (GM) 
  
1892 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Gettysburg 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Jerusalem in 
Melbourne, Australia, Mar – 
Dec (GM) 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Jerusalem in Adelaide, 
Australia, Jan – Feb. (GM) 
  
1893 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Gettysburg 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Jerusalem in 
Melbourne, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
  
Battle of Gettysburg 
Goes into storage at 
6001 Indiana Ave. (GM) 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan – Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1894 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
Gettysburg in Sydney, 
Melbourne,  (which?) Jan – 
Jun (GM) 
 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Jerusalem 
in Sydney, Australia, July – 
Dec (GM) 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Jerusalem in 
Melbourne, Australia, Jan – 
Jun (GM) 
 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Gettysburg in 
Melbourne, Australia, July – 
Dec (GM) 
  
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM  
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1895 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Jerusalem 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Gettysburg in 
Melbourne, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
  
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM  
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1896 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Jerusalem 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
   
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1897 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Jerusalem 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
   
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1898 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Jerusalem 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
   
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1899 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Jerusalem 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
   
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1900 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Jerusalem 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
   
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
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REED & GROSS 
STORAGE 
6001 S. INDIANA 
1901 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Jerusalem 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Jun 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Jerusalem in 
Melbourne, Australia, July – 
Dec (GM) 
 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Gettysburg in 
Melbourne, Australia, Jul – 
Dec (GM) 
   
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1902 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Jerusalem 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Gettysburg 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
   
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1903 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Gettysburg 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Jerusalem 
in Sydney, Australia, Mar – 
Dec (GM) 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Jerusalem in 
Melbourne, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
  
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1904 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Gettysburg 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
   
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1905 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross 
show their own Gettysburg 
in Sydney, Australia, Jan – 
Dec (GM) 
   
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1906  
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Gettysburg in Christ 
Church, New Zealand, Jul – 
Dec (GM) 
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Gettysburg in 
Auckland, New Zealand, Sep 
{NZ Intl Nat Expo 1906-7)(GM) 
 
 
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1907    
Chicago’s Reed & Gross show 
their own Gettysburg in Christ 
Church, New Zealand, Jul – Dec 
(GM) 
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1908     
Battle of Gettysburg 
in storage Jan – Dec at 
6001 Indiana Ave. GM 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1909     
Battle of Gettysburg 
Sold as junk for $1 
(GM) 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1910     
1/10th scale Gettysburg 
‘83 housed at Chicago 
Historical Society (GM) 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
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REED & GROSS 
STORAGE 
6001 S. INDIANA 
1911     
1/10th scale Gettysburg 
‘83 housed at Chicago 
Historical Society (GM) 
 
Chicago Fire in storage 
Jan - Dec at 6001 
Indiana Ave. (GM) 
1912     
1/10th scale Gettysburg 
‘83 housed at Chicago 
Historical Society (GM) 
 
Chicago Fire Panorama 
sold for junk $2 
1913     
1/10th scale Gettysburg 
‘83 housed at Chicago 
Historical Society (GM) 
 
1/10th scale Chicago 
Fire Panorama housed 






TABLE 5.3 | PANORAMA INCORPORATION PAPERS  
Identified by Eugene Meier (per Illinois Secretary of State, except where noted) 
 
Date Corporation Name Panorama Notes 
11/6/1883 National Panorama 
Company 
to install Paul Philippoteaux’s Battle of Gettysburg, made in Paris, at present 700 S. Wabash, Chicago in 
October 1883. This would be the first 50 x 400=20,000 square foot rotunda panorama to represent a battle of 
the American Civil War 
 
3/11/1884 American Panorama 
Company 
Battle of Missionary Ridge  
5/17/1884 United States Panorama 
Company 
to install Felix Philippoteaux’s Siege of Paris in Chicago across from the Battle of Gettysburg by Paul 
Philippoteaux, Panorama Place (Wabash & Hubbard Court, now Balbo),Chicago, in 1883 
 
10/25/1884 International Panorama 
Company 
to install Louis Braun’s Battle of Sedan at the World’s Industrial & Cotton Centennial Exposition, New Orleans 
1884-5 
 
11/21/1884 Western Art Association this recruiter of top artist talent in Chicago held two known exhibitions, and would reorganize as the Battle of 
Shiloh Panorama Company. Several artists (former Duveneck Boys) worked on the Battle Of Shiloh 
panorama for A.T. Andreas, and the studio of Howard H. Gross from September 1885 through September 
1888, producing units of the Battle Of Gettysburg an Jerusalem on the Day of the Crucifixion for cities from 
coast to coast “and beyond” 
 
3/9/1885 Philadelphia Panorama 
Company 
two units of Battle of Chattanooga were painted in the studio of Eugen Bracht, Berlin, to debut in Philadelphia 
and Kansas City 
 
7/21/1885 Merrimac & Monitor 
Panorama Company 
 per A.T. 
Andreas 
10/8/1885 Northwestern Panorama 
Company 
Minneapolis vz William Wehner: Battle of Atlanta and Jerusalem on the Day of the Crucifixion  
10/26/1885 Southern Art Exhibition 
Company 
to install Paul Philippoteaux’s Siege of Paris at World’s Industrial & Cotton Exposition, New Orleans 1884-5, 
to replace the Battle of Sedan 
 
5/18/1886 Battle of Shiloh 
Panorama Company 
the first of three panoramas by Theophile Poilpot: a venue of A.T. Andreas: Battle of Shiloh was painted in 
Chicago on Michigan between Madison & Monroe; Monitor & Merrimac for New York City, and Battle of 
Manassas for Washington, D.C. 
 
5/25/1886 New York Panorama 
Company 
 per A.T. 
Andreas 
6/3/1886 Bull Run Panorama 
Company 
 per A.T. 
Andreas 
6/8/1887 Palestine Exhibition 
Company 
William Wehner’s studio produced units of Jerusalem on the Day of the Crucifixion in 1886 (Chicago 
debut),1887 (Minneapolis debut),1888 (Buffalo debut, later London),and 1889 (intended for Mexico City) 
 
8/20/1888 Queen City Cyclorama 
Company 
by William Wehner vz Jerusalem on the Day of the Crucifixion/ Buffalo, New York  
11/23/1889 The Simeon W. King 
Panorama Company 
The Burning of Chicago, October 8th & 9th 1871  
12/7/1889 The World’s Fair 
Panorama Company of 




6/9/1890 The Columbus & 
Mayflower Panorama 









11/5/1892 Kilauea Cyclorama 
Company Limited 
 per Lorrin 
Andrews 
Thurston 
4/17/1893 World’s Fair Panorama 
Company 
installation of the surviving Battle of Chattanooga by Eugen Bracht at 57th Street ^ Stony Island(“the fair 





TABLE 5.4 | MOVING PANORAMAS DESCRIBED IN CHICAGO DAILY TRIBUNE 
 
Date Name of Panorama Where Presented 
9/2/1854 Bayne’s or Hayne’s Panorama of a Voyage to Europe South Market Hall 
3/16/1861 Perrine’s Panorama of the Holy Land Kingsbury Hall 
8/6/1861 Gardner’s Dio-Panorama. Shows points of interest along the Missouri River plus other American scenes in the Pike’s Peak Gold Region, Salt Lake City, &c. 
Kingsbury Hall (shown the night 
before) 
12/13/1861 Panorama of the Bible, by J. Insco Williams Kingsbury Hall 
12/25/1861 Kane Arctic Panorama Bryan’s lower hall (every evening this week) 







Figure 1.1 | View inside the Mesdag Panorama, downtown in the Hague, Netherlands. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 1.2 | Diagram accompanying the first U.S. patent application for a “Panoramic or Dioramic Structure,” 




Figure 1.3 | Distribution of respective existing literatures on the large parks movement and on the panorama. Image, 
Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 1.4 | Distribution of respective existing literatures on the large parks movement and on the panorama, with 




Figure 1.5 | Distribution of respective existing literatures on the large parks movement and on the panorama, with 
lacuna filled. Image, Molly C. Briggs.  
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Figure 1.6 | The landscape-architecture complex (expanded field diagram). Image, Krauss, 1979, 37. 
 
 
Figure 1.7 | The landscape-picture complex (expanded field diagram) with and explanatory annotations and lacuna. 
Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 1.8 | The landscape-picture complex (expanded field diagram) with lacuna filled. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 2.1 | Vision: Object, Picture, Gaze. Image, Silverman, 1996, 132. 
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Figure 2.2 | The figure-ground dialectic as a Klein group. Based on Krauss, 1994. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 2.3 | The landscape-architecture complex (expanded field diagram) with lacuna. Image, Krauss, 1979, 38. 
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Figure 3.1 | Kijkduin, Netherlands. Celestial Vault, James Turrell, 1999, is visible at the far right. The green circle 
contains the low viewing station; the high viewing station stands where four paths converge. The beach, visible at 
the upper left, indicates the site’s proximity to the North Sea. Image, Google Earth. 
 
 




Figure 3.3 | The “celestial vault” effect. Image,  Minnaert, 1937, 181 (fig. 116). 
 
 
Figure 3.4 | Celestial Vault by James Turrell, 1996. Astronomical optical illusion/art installation. Path approaching 
the concave ring. The Hague, Netherlands. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 3.5 | Celestial Vault. Entry tunnel to the concave ring. Image, Walter R. Wilson. 
 
 
Figure 3.6 | Celestial Vault. Visitor reclining on the central plinth in the concave ring. Image, Walter R. Wilson. 
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Figure 3.7 | Celestial Vault. Portion of view from the central plinth in concave ring. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 3.8 | Celestial Vault. Portion of view from the central plinth in concave ring. Image, Walter R. Wilson. 
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Figure 3.9 | Celestial Vault. Path approaching convex viewing ring. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 3.10 | Celestial Vault. Central plinth at the convex ring. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 3.11 | Signage at Turrell's Celestial Vault. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 3.12 | Signage at Turrell's Celestial Vault. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 3.13 | Signage at Turrell's Celestial Vault. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 3.15 | “Tracing the Outline of the Small Drawing, as Enlarged Upon the Canvas.” Image, St. Nicholas’s 
Illustrated Magazine for Young Folks, 1886, 104. Special thanks to Gene Meier for this resource. 
 
 
Figure 3.16 | Polderseelandschaft mit Eingefrorenen Schiffen by Hendrik Willem Mesdag (Dutch, 1831-1915), oil 
on canvas, before 1915. Image, Wikimedia Commons. 
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Figure 3.18 | Dunes at Scheveningen (Mesdag Panorama) by Hendrik Willem Mesdag, 1883, The Hague, 
Netherlands. Cartoon on glass cylinder and portion of canopy. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 3.19 | Mesdag Panorama, view from below the platform. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 3.20 | Mesdag Panorama, view from the platform. Image, Wikimedia Commons. 
 
 




Figure 3.22 | Mesdag Panorama, view from the platform. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 




Figure 3.24 | Panorama Kreuzigvng Christi, Gebhard Fugel, 1906, Altöetting, Germany. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 3.25 | The Cranbourne Street entrance to Robert Burford’s (previously the Barkers’s) Panorama at Leicester 
Square, 1858. Image, “Robert Barker’s Leicester Square Panorama: The Technology,” n.d., n.p. [digital resource]. 
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Figure 3.26 | The Mesdag Panorama’s fenestrated roof (center, 2/3 down from top. The round structure closer to the 
top of the view is a park square.) Image, Google Earth. 
 
 
Figure 3.27 | Mesdag Panorama, view from the street. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 3.28 | Mesdag Panorama, figure entering dark passage that leads to the platform. Image, Walter R. Wilson. 
 
 
Figure 3.29 | Mesdag Panorama, steps to the platform. Image, Molly C. Briggs 
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Figure 3.30 | Mesdag Panorama. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 3.31 | Mesdag Panorama. The pattern of the floorboards shows how the platform’s declination is achieved. 
Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 3.32 | Mesdag Panorama, natural light with natural cloud shadows. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 3.33 | Mesdag Panorama, natural light with natural cloud shadows. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 3.34 | Mesdag Panorama, view of fenestration from below the platform. Frosted glass panes diffuse the light 
to prevent shadows on the canvas surface. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 3.35 | Battle of Waterloo Panorama, Waterloo, Belgium. Because the glass in the skylight is not frosted, 
shadows are cast on the canvas surface. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 3.36 | Battle of Waterloo Panorama. View from below the platform with a fragment of the original, frosted 
glass skylight (shards found in the soil floor). Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 3.37 | Mesdag Panorama. Fabric and wooden portions of canopy as they meet. Image,Walter R. Wilson. 
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Figure 3.38 | Mesdag Panorama. Distance between the upright beams supporting the faux terrain and the face of the 




Figure 3.39 | Panoramic view of the Palace and Gardens at Versailles, John Vanderlyn (American, 1775–1852), 
1818-19. Oil on canvas, 12 x 165 ft., Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York City. Image, The Met. 
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Figure 3.40 | Vanderlyn's Rotunda, City Hall Park, New York. Anonymous, American, 19th century. Wood 
engraving. Image area 3/3/8 x 4 5/16". Image, Metropolitan Museum of Art. 
 
 
Figure 3.41 | Vanderlyn Rotunda, N. York Park, 1828, by Alexander Jackson Davis. Wash drawing. Image, New 
York Historical Society, Image #32906. A version of this image appears as the frontispiece to A. Imbert’s Views of 
the Public Buildings in the City of New York. 
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Figure 3.42 | Ariadne Asleep on the Island of Naxos, 1809-14 by John Vanderlyn (American, 1775-1852). Oil on 
canvas, 68 ½” x 87”. Image, Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts. 
 
 









Figure 3.44 | Vanderlyn’s Panorama. Doors divide the panorama into topical halves. At left is the garden half; at 




Figure 3.45 | Vanderlyn’s Panorama. Artificial lighting is exposed. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 3.46 | Richard Neutra’s 1962 “Mission 66” rotunda and visitor center for the Gettysburg Cyclorama, 
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania, was demolished in 2013 despite its listing in the National Register of Historic Places and 




Figure 3.47 | The current (2008) Gettysburg Cyclorama building and visitor center. Image, Bill Dowling and High 
Performing Buildings Magazine. 
 
 
Figure 3.48 | The current (2008) Gettysburg Cyclorama building and visitor center. Rotunda is visible at top right. 








Figure 3.50 | Illuminated escalator to the viewing platform at the Gettysburg Cyclorama. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 3.51 | Gettysburg Cyclorama. Visitors arrive to the viewing platform in darkness. Image, “Gettysburg 
Cyclorama Painting/Diorama:A+”, n.d., n.p. [digital resource]. 
 
 
Figure 3.52 | Gettysburg Cyclorama. Although the canvas is darkened upon arrival, the platform itself is illuminated 




Figure 3.53 | Gettysburg Panorama. Light of “dawn” slowly rising. Image, “Cyclorama,” Flickr [digital resource]. 
 
 
Figure 3.54 | Gettysburg Cyclorama with theatrical lighting effect. Image, “Gettysburg Battle Cyclorama,” 2011, 




Figure 3.55 | Gettysburg Cyclorama with theatrical lighting effect. Image, “Gettysburg Battle Cyclorama,” 2011, 
n.p. [digital resource]. 
 
 
Figure 3.56 | Cross Section of Robert Barker’s Two-Level Panorama Rotunda in Leicester Square, in which is 
Exhibited the Panorama, by Robert Mitchell, 1801. Etching and aquatint, 12.5” x 18”. Held in the collection of the 








Figure 3.58a | Stereographic key to Philippoteaux’s Battle of Gettysburg Panorama, Chicago. From “The Battle of 








Figure 3.59 | Explanation of the Panorama View of the City of Bath and the Entire Surrounding Country by Robert 




Figure 3.60 | Explanation of the Battle of Waterloo by John Burnet and Henry Aston Barker, 1816. Held in the 
collection of the British Library. Image, Mediastorehouse.com. 
 
 
Figure 3.61 | Circular View of the Mountains from the Summit of the Buet Glacier, 1779. Horace-Béenédict de 




Figure 3.62 | View of Deighem by George Augustus Schultz, 1745 [or later]. Dieghem, Flanders, Belgium, 
50°53’50”N 04°26’00”E. Pencil, pen and ink on paper. Image, Royal Collection Trust, U.K. 
 
 




Figure 3.64 | “View of the Plain of Troy from the Tomb of Antilochus.” William Gell. Topography of Troy, 1804, 
plate 19. 13.5" x 41" unfolded. Image, iDAI Images/Arachne, University of Cologne, Germany. 
 
 
Figure 3.65 | “Bounarbashi. View from the Acropolis.” William Gell. Topography of Troy, 1804, plate 36. 13.5" x 




Figure 4.1 | The London Stone, 1830. J. Rogers. Engraving, 11 cm. wide. The Panorama of London and Visitor’s 
Pocket Companion, in a Tour Through the Metropolis, by Thomas Allen. London: G. Virtue, 1830, 323. Image, 
London Metropolitan Archives – Collage [database] Record No. 2044.775  
 
                                                
775 The LMA holds this engraving as a separate sheet; its records do not have the identifying information I have 
provided here. I consulted the LMA’s curators, who were unaware of this source. The LMA dates the work to 
c1820, but that is impossible as the stone was not yet in this location by that date. 
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Figure 4.2 | The Copperplate Map of London, ca. 1559. Engraved copper. Note the label “London Stonne” as it 





Figure 4.3 | London Stone in Canon Street, ca. 1730, by Jacob Smith. Image, London Picture Archive, Collage 
[database] record 6249. 
 
 
Figure 4.4 | London Stone, Cannon Street, ca. 1770. Engraving, 21 cm height. Image, London Picture Archive, 




Figure 4.5 | The London Stone (detail). J. Rogers, 1830. Image, London Metropolitan Archives – Collage [database] 
Record No. 2044. Note the text, “PANORAMA of LONDON,” rendered as though incised on the facade of St. 
Swithin’s church, above the “London Stone” as it was enshrined. 
 
 
Figure 4.6 | Colosseum, Regent’s Park, 1838. Engraving by T. Cox, 27 cm. wide. Image, London Picture Archive, 
Collage [database] Record No. 305179. 
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Figure 4.7 | Coliseum [sic] and Part of Lake Regents Park, 1834. Engraving, 13 cm. wide. Image, London Picture 
Archive, Collage [database] Record No. 305150. 
 
 
Figure 4.8 | Title Page and Frontispiece. J. Rogers, 1830. The Panorama of London and Visitor’s Pocket 
Companion, in a Tour Through the Metropolis, by Thomas Allen. London: G. Virtue, 1830. Image captured from 




Figure 4.9 | View of Edinburgh and the Surrounding Country from the Calton Hill. 1789-90 [1793]. John Wells after 
Robert Barker. Etching with aquatint 43 x 341 cm. (16.7 x 21.8 in. per Oleksijczuk, 2011, 24.) Separate Images, 
Capital Collections (Edinburgh). Digitally collaged by Molly Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 4.10 | Panorama, a View of Edinburgh, 1805. Engraved by J. Wells; Printed by J. Adlard for Robert Barker. 
26.6 x 22.0 cm. Image, Capital Collections (Edinburgh). 
 
Figure 4.11 | Edinburgh from St. Giles’ Cathedral, after the panorama, ca. 1795 Robert Barker. Hand-colored 
aquatint. Image, Edinburgh City Arts Centre [digital resource]. 
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Figure 4.12 | Calton Hill, ca. 2012. Image, Saffron Blaze/Wikipedia. Caption: “A view of Calton Hill from Salisbury 
Crag. The hill includes: the National Monument (Parthenon replica), the Nelson Monument (tall tower), the Old 
Observatory House (house on left) and the City Observatory (green dome).” 
 
 




Figure 4.14 | The Regent’s Park, London, ca. 2017. Image, Longstaffe-Gowan and Lambert, 2017, frontispiece. 
 
  
Figure 4.15a | “Plan of the Regent’s Park, 1829.” Frontispiece to A Picturesque Guide to The Regent’s Park; With 
Accurate Descriptions of the Colosseum, the Diorama, and the Zoological Gardens, 1829. Image, Google Books. 
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Figure 4.15b | “References to the Plan [of the Regent’s Park], 1829.” Table of Contents of A Picturesque Guide to 
The Regent’s Park; With Accurate Descriptions of the Colosseum, the Diorama, and the Zoological Gardens, 1829. 
Image, Google Books. 
 
 
Figure 4.15c | “Cornwall Terrace.” Page 11 from A Picturesque Guide to the Regent’s Park, 1829. Note the fence at 






Figure 4.16a | The Regent’s Park, London (full view), 1831. R. Morris. Aquatint, dims. n.g. Image, The London 
Picture Archive (LPA), Collage [database] Record 34714. LPA description: “360 degree panoramic view of the area 
around Regent’s Park, with figures and traffic in foreground.” Descriptions in the following detail figures 4.16b-m 
are quoted from the LPA’s records. 
 
 
Figure 4.16b | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing Little Primrose Hill and part of Primrose Hill in Hampstead, with figures playing cricket in 
the foreground.”  
 
 
Figure 4.16c | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing part of Primrose Hill and Hampstead.” 
 
 
Figure 4.16d | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing Gloucester Gate, Strathern Villa, Gloucester Terrace and St Katherine's Hospital, with 




Figure 4.16e | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing Cumberland Terrace, with figures in the foreground, including two men pulling a model ship 
on a trolley, people celebrating May Day dancing round the Jack in the Green and two other men carrying statues, 
also with horses and carriages.” 
 
 
Figure 4.16f | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing Cumberland Villas and part of Chester Terrace, with figures in the foreground, including a 
man being pushed along in a bath chair, also with horses and carriages.” 
 
 
Figure 4.16g | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing part of Chester Terrace and Cambridge Terrace, with figures and horsedrawn carriages 
in the foreground.” 
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Figure 4.16h | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing the Colosseum, the Clergy Orphan School, St Andrew's Place and Park Square East, with 
figures, horses and carriages in the foreground.” 
 
Figure 4.16i | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing Park Cresent [sic], Park Square West and Ulster Terrace, with figures, including William IV 
and Queen Adelaide riding in an open carriage and horses.”  
 
Figure 4.16j | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing York Terrace, with figures, horses and a carriage in the foreground.”  
 
Figure 4.16k | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing Cornwall Terrace, with figures watching a puppet show in the foreground.” 
 368 
Figure 4.16l | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing Clarence Terrace, with figures, horses and carriages in the foreground.” 
 
Figure 4.16m | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing Sussex Place, with figures and horsedrawn carts in the foreground.” 
 
Figure 4.16n | The Regent’s Park, London (detail), 1831. Image, LPA. Caption: “Panoramic view of the area around 
Regent's Park showing Hanover Terrace and open land, with figures, including a man with a wheelbarrow, horses 
and a carriage.” 
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Figure 4.17 | Plan for “roads, fences, water and plantations” for Marylebone [The Regent’s] Park, London, 1811, by 
John Nash. Relates to a pair of scenic panoramas (below). Image, Summerson, 1977, 63-4. 
 
 
Figure 4.18a | Panoramic View of Marylebone [The Regent’s] Park, London, by John Nash (possibly George 
Stanley Repton working for John Nash). Grey watercolor, 17’ 10” wide by 12.7” high. Unannotated, but described 
in Nash’s accompanying report as “a view of the park from the main circular road.”776 Image, Summerson, 1977, 96-
99. Summerson’s section details have been digitally collaged by Molly C. Briggs in order to reproduce the effect of 
the continuous whole of the original artifact. 
 
 
Figure 4.18b | Panoramic View of Marylebone [The Regent’s] Park, London, by John Nash (possibly George 
Stanley Repton working for John Nash). Grey watercolor, 16’ 6” wide by 12 1/8” high. Hand annotated: “Marybone 
[sic] Park / Perspective View / from the / Double Circus / in the Centre of the Park / by / Mr. Nash.” 777 (Summerson 
refers to this as Panorama A.) Image, Summerson, 1977, 92-95. Summerson’s section details have been digitally 
collaged by Molly C. Briggs in order to reproduce the effect of the continuous whole of the original artifact. 
 
 
                                                
776 Ibid. 
777 Summerson, 1977, 59. 
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Figure 4.19 | Syracuse, N. Y., 1852, by Lewis Bradley. Lithographed by D. W. Moody. Printed by F. Michelin. 
Published in New York by Smith Bros. & Co. 54.7 cm x  90.5 cm. Image, New York Public Library. 
 
 
Figure 4.20 | Boston [MA]: Bird’s-Eye View from the North, 1877. Drawn and lithographed by John Bachmann 




Figure 4.21 | Union Square, New York, 1849. Drawn by John Bachmann (Swiss, 1814-1896). Lithographed by 
Sarony & Major, New York. Published in New York by Williams & Stevens. Plate size 18 11/16 x 27 15/16”. 
Image, Metropolitan Museum of Art. 
 
 
Figure 4.22 | The Empire City, Birdseye View of New-York and Environs, 1855. “Drawn from Nature & on Stone by 
John Bachmann.” Printed by Adam Weingartner (American, active 1851-60). Published by L. W. Schmidt 
(American, 19th century). Color lithograph with hand coloring. Image size 23 1/4 x 33 7/8”. Image, The 
Metropolitan Museum of Art. 
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Figure 4.23 | New York & Environs, 1859, by John Bachmann. Hand-colored lithograph, 22” diameter. Image, New 
York Public Library. 
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Figure 4.24 | View of the World from 9th Avenue, 1976. Saul Steinberg (Romanian American, 1914-1999). Hand-
colored lithograph, 28 x 19”. Image, Web Archive. 
 
 
Figure 4.25 | Umsicht auf der Kuppel der Frauenkirche in Dresden, 1824, by Carl August Richter (German, 1770-
1848). Hand-colored etching, 46.6 cm (18.3 in) diameter. Image, Wikimedia Commons. 
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Figure 4.26 | Zittau from Johanniskirche (Germany), c1830, by Gabriel Moritz (German, active ca. 1830-1850). 
Stone engraving, colored, 770/776 x 618 mm (sheet). Image, Staatlische Kunstsammlungen Dresden. 
 
 
Figure 4.27 | London from St. Paul’s Cathedral, c1845, Anonymous. Color aquatint, 76 cm diameter. Image, 




Figure 4.28 | The Empire City, Birdseye View of New-York and Environs (detail), 1855, by John Bachmann. Image, 
Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 4.29 | Nadar Élevant la Photographie à la Hauteur de l’Art (Nadar Elevating Photography to the Level of 




Figure 4.30 | “Capt. John Taggart’s Flying Machine!!” New York Daily Tribune, October 29, 1850. Image, New 
England Aviation History. 
 
 





Figure 4.32 | All the World Going to See the Great Exhibition of 1851, ca. 1851, by George Cruikshank. Etching, 42 
cm. diameter. Image, The London Picture Archive. 
 
 
Figure 4.33 | Tour de Longchamps (figs. 87-88), ca. 1873, by Adolphe Alphand [illustrator not named]. Image, 




Figure 4.34 | Bois de Vincennes—Vue Prise du Plateau de Gravelle, ca. 1873, by Adolphe Alphand [illustrator not 
named]. Image, Alphand, 1867-73, n.p. [v.2, p. 537 in the Swiss Electronic Library portable document file.] 
 
 
Figure 4.35 | Bois de Vincennes — Vue Prise du Plateau de Gravelle, ca. 1873, by Adolphe Alphand [illustrator not 




Figure 4.36 | Bois de Vincennes—Excédre, ca. 1873, by Adolphe Alphand [illustrator not named]. Image, Alphand, 
1867-73, n.p. [v.2, p. 539 in the Swiss Electronic Library .pdf.] 
 
 
Figure 4.37 | Pont et maçonnerie conduisant à la Rotonde (fig. 307), ca. 1873, by Adolphe Alphand [illustrator not 




Fig. 4.38 | Vue prise de la Rotonde (fig. 308), ca. 1873, by Adolphe Alphand [illustrator not named]. Image, 
Alphand, 1867-73, 200 [Parc des Buttes Chamont]. 
 
 
Fig. 4.39 | Champs-Elysées—Panorama, ca. 1873, by Adolphe Alphand [illustrator not named]. Image, Alphand, 
1867-73, n.p. [v.2, p. 567 in the Swiss Electronic Library .pdf.] 
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Fig. 4.40 | Square de la Tour Saint-Jacques. Vue à vol d’oiseau (fig. 321), ca. 1873, by Adolphe Alphand [illustrator 
not named]. Image, Alphand, 1867-1873, 211. 
 
 
Figure 4.41a | Frontispiece to Les Promenades de Paris (1867-1873), ca. 1873, by Adolph Alphand [illustrator not 
named]. Image, Alphand, 1867-73, n.p. [v.2, p. 474 in the Swiss Electronic Library .pdf.] 
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Figure 4.41b | Frontispiece to Les Promenades de Paris (1867-1873), ca. 1873, by Adolph Alphand [illustrator not 
named]. Image, Alphand, 1867-73, n.p. [v.2, p. 474 in the Swiss Electronic Library .pdf.] 
 
 
Figure 4.42 | Plan des Courres de Niveau du Parc des Buttes Chaumont, ca. 1873, by Adolph Alphand [illustrator 




Figure 4.43 | Parc des Buttes Chaumont—Plan, ca. 1873, by Adolph Alphand [illustrator not named]. Image, 
Alphand, 1867-73, n.p. [v.2, p. 555 in the Swiss Electronic Library .pdf.] 
 
 
Figure 4.44 | Vue à vol d’oiseau du Parc des Buttes Chaumont (fig. 306), ca. 1873, by Adolph Alphand [illustrator 
not named]. Image, Alphand, 1867-73, 199. 
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Figure 4.45 | Vue de la partie supéerieure de la Cascade and Cascades, vue de l’intérieur de la Grotte (figs. 10 and 
11), ca. 1873, by Adolph Alphand [illustrator not named]. Image, Alphand, 1867-73, 201. 
 
 
Figure 4.46 | Intérieur de la Grotte, (fig. 312), ca. 1873, by Adolph Alphand  [illustrator not named]. Image, 
Alphand, 1867-73, 202. 
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Figure 5.1 | “Drives and Parks for Chicago.” Chicago Times, September 15, 1866. This image accompanied the 
article “A Gigantic Improvement” on the same page. Image, Chicago History Museum. 
 
 
Figure 5.2 | William Le Baron Jenney’s 1871 plans for (from left) Humboldt, Central (later renamed Garfield), and 
Douglas Parks. Images, Chicago Park District. 
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Figure 5.3 | Humboldt Park, Chicago, ca. 1900. Image, i-collect-it.com. 
 
 
Figure 5.4 | Garfield Park, Chicago, ca. 1900. Image, Chicago Postcard Museum. 
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Figure 5.5 | Douglas Park, Chicago, ca. 1900. Image, Hip Postcard, hippostcard.com. 
 
    
Figure 5.6 | Oscar F. DuBuis's plans for the West Parks, 1889. Humboldt Park (left); Douglas Park (right). Images, 




Figure 5.7 | “Map of Chicago; Showing the Boulevard System.” Image, Andreas 1884, 168. 
 
 
Figure 5.8 | Map of Chicago, 1857. Rufus Blanchard. 76cm x 59cm. Image, David Rumsey Map Collection. 
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Figure 5.9a | Chicago. 1857. Published by Braunhold & Sonne, Chicago (“[Now Charles Sonne.]”) Drawn by I. T. 
Palmitary. Drawn on stone by Ch. I. Inger. Printed by Herline & Hensel, Lithographers, Philadelphia. Image, 
Library of Congress Panoramic Map Collection. 
 
 




Figure 5.9c | Chicago. 1857 (detail showing Union Park and Jefferson Park). 
 
 




Figure 5.10 | “Blanchard’s Guide Map of Chicago,” 1862. Rufus Blanchard. 91 cm x 66 cm. Scale 1:14,700. Image, 
David Rumsey Map Collection.  
 
 





Figure 5.12 | “Map of Chicago Showing the Wards, Streets, and Parks,” 1872. Rufus Blanchard. Image, American 
Geographical Society Library Digital Map Collection, University of Wisconsin Milwaukee. 
 
 




Figure 5.14 | “Blanchard’s Guide Map of Chicago,” 1886. Blanchard, Rufus. 94cm x 68cm. Image, David Rumsey 
Map Collection.  
 
 
Figure 5.15 | Chicago, 1897. Rand McNally & Co. 70 cm x 50 cm. Image, David Rumsey Map Collection. 
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Figure 5.16 | “Chicago Railway Terminal Map,” 1897. Rand McNally & Company’s Indexed Atlas of the World. 67 
cm x 49 cm. Image, David Rumsey Map Collection.  
 
 




Figure 5.18 | “The City of Chicago,” 1892. Currier & Ives. Image, Library of Congress Panoramic Maps Collection. 
 
  






















Figure 5.24 | “Chicago Motor Club Street Map of Chicago,” 1929. Image, Amazon.com. 
 
 




Figure 5.26a | Panorama of Chicago. Adolph Wittemann, publisher & copyright holder, 1886. This copy held in the 
collection of the Chicago History Museum. Image: Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 5.26b | Panorama of Chicago. Adolph Wittemann, publisher & copyright holder, 1886. Detail, panel one. 
This copy held in the collection of the Chicago History Museum. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 5.26c | Panorama of Chicago. Adolph Wittemann, publisher & copyright holder, 1886. Detail, panel two. 
This copy held in the collection of the Chicago History Museum. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 5.26d | Panorama of Chicago. Adolph Wittemann, publisher & copyright holder, 1886. Detail, panel three. 
This copy held in the collection of the Chicago History Museum. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 5.26e | Panorama of Chicago. Adolph Wittemann, publisher & copyright holder, 1886. Detail, panel four. 
This copy held in the collection of the Chicago History Museum. Image, Molly C. Briggs. 
 
 
Figure 5.27 | Rand, McNally & Co.’s Bird’s-Eye Views and Guide to Chicago, 1893. Image, Rand, McNally & 




Figure 5.28 | View of Edinburgh and the Surrounding Country from the Calton Hill, 1789-90 [1793]. John Wells 
after Robert Barker. Etching with aquatint. 43 x 341 cm (16.7 x 21.8 inches per Oleksijczuk, 2011, 24.) Separate 
Images: Edinburgh Libraries and Museums and Galleries. Digitally collaged by Molly C. Briggs. Plates rearranged 
to demonstrate 360-degree continuity; compare with figure 4.9.  
 
 
Figure 5.29 | Panorama of Chicago, edited to only 180 degrees; compare with figure 5.26. 
 
    
Figure 5.30 | Demonstration of the Panorama of Chicago's (1886) angle of view. Base map: Frontispiece, Tally-Ho! 
Coaching Through Chicago’s Parks and Boulevards, 1889. 
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Figures 5.31a-b | Frontispiece, Tally-Ho! Coaching Through Chicago’s Parks and Boulevards, 1889, and detail. 
 
 
Figure 5.32a | “Bird’s-Eye View of the Business District of Chicago,” 1898. Poole Bros., Chicago, Ill. Image, 




Figure 5.32b | “Bird’s-Eye View of the Business District of Chicago,” 1898. Poole Bros., Chicago, Ill. Image, 
Library of Congress. Detail shows three panorama rotundas. 
 
 
Figure 5.32c | “Bird’s-Eye View of the Business District of Chicago,” 1898, Poole Bros., Chicago, Ill. Image, 
Library of Congress. Detail shows panorama rotundas on Wabash at Hubbart Court. 
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Figure 5.32d | “Bird’s-Eye View of the Business District of Chicago,” 1898. Poole Bros., Chicago, Ill. Image, 
Library of Congress. Detail shows panorama rotunda on Michigan Ave. 
 
 
Figure 5.33a | Chicago, Robinson’s Atlas, 1886. Detail shows the lakefront and three panorama rotundas. Collaged 














Figure 5.33b | Chicago, Robinson’s Atlas, 1886. Detail shows the panorama rotunda on Michigan Avenue between 
Madison and Monroe Streets. From Plate 7. 
 
. 
Figure 5.33c | Chicago, Robinson’s Atlas, 1886. Detail shows the panorama rotundas on Wabash at Hubbard Court. 




Figure 5.34 | Clockwise from top left: rotunda on Michigan Avenue; rotunda at southwest corner of Wabash and 
Hubbard Court; rotunda at southeast corner of Wabash Avenue and Hubbard Court; Libbey’s Prison Museum; 
Haverly’s Theater. The latter two attractions, while not panoramas, were panoramic in a number of ways. Image, 
Chicago by Day and Night. 1892, 80.  
 
 
Figure 5.35 | Cover, The Heart of Chicago, 1891. Held in the collection of the Chicago Historical Society. Image, 
Molly C. Briggs. 
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Figure 5.36a | Bird's-Eye View of the World's Columbian Exposition, Chicago, 1893.  
 
 













Fig. 5.39 | Signatories to the letter include Lyman J. Gage, Joseph Medill, George W. Pullman, and Daniel H. 
Burnham. Image, Chicago Daily Tribune, August 13, 1894. 
 
.  





Figure 6.1 | How a Klein diagram works. Note the complex and neuter axes at top and bottom; the equivalencies 
along the diagonals; the contradictions along the verticals. Image, Molly C. Briggs.  
 
 





Figure 6.3 | Washington Park, Chicago, ca. 1888. Image, Tally-Ho!, 1888. 
 
 
Figure 6.4 | Washington Park, Chicago, ca. 1900. Image, One Hundred Photographic Views, 1900. 
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Figure 6.5 | Washington Park, Chicago, ca. 1900. Image, One Hundred Photographic Views, 1900. 
 
 
Figure 6.6 | Drexel Boulevard, Chicago, ca. 1900. Image, One Hundred Photographic Views, 1900. 
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Figure 6.7 | Garfield Park, Chicago, ca. 1900. Image, One Hundred Photographic Views, 1900. 
 
 
Figure 6.8 | Washington Park, Chicago, ca. 1900. Image, One Hundred Photographic Views, 1900. 
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Figure 6.9 | Garfield Park, Chicago, ca. 1900. Image, One Hundred Photographic Views, 1900. 
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Innsbruck, Austria. 
Battle of Waterloo Panorama, 1912, Louis Dumoulin, Mémorial 1815 [Museum]. Braine-
l’Alleud, Belgium. 
Bourbaki Panorama, 1881, Edouard Castres, Bourbaki Museum. Lucerne, Switzerland.  
Chicago History Museum Archives. Chicago, Illinois. 
Chicago Park District Archives. Chicago, Illinois. 
Collection of the Krannert Art Museum, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. 
The Crucifixion of Christ Panorama, 1962 copy of 1893 original, Hans Wulz and Josef Fast. 
Einseideln, Switzerland. 
Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection Rare Book Room. Administered by the 
Trustees of Harvard University. Washington, D.C. 
Illinois History and Lincoln Collections, University of Illinois Library. Urbana-Champaign, 
Illinois. 
Leipzig 1813 Panorama, 2013, Yadegar Asisi. Leipzig, Germany. 
Luxembourg in the Seventeenth Century Panorama, 2006, Antoine Fontaine, Luxembourg City 
Museum. Luxembourg City, Luxembourg.  
New York Public Library Archives. New York City, New York. 
Panorama of Jerusalem at the Time of the Crucifixion, 1906, Gebhard Fugel. Altöetting, 
Germany.  
Panorama of the Battle of Atlanta, 1885-1886, F. W. Heine and August Lohr, Atlanta History 
Center. Atlanta, Georgia. 
Panorama of the Battle of Gettysburg, 1884, Paul Philippoteaux, Gettysburg National Military 
Park. Gettysburg, Pennsylania. 
Panorama of the Beach at Scheveningen, 1881, Hendrik Willem Mesdag, Mesdag Museum. The 
Hague, Netherlands. 
Panorama of the Early Bourgeois Revolution in Germany, 1987, Werner Tubke. Bad 
Frankenhausen, Germany. 
Panorama of the Monumental Grandeur of the Mississippi Valley, c1850. John J. Egan. Saint 
Louis Art Museum, St. Louis, Missouri. 
Panoramic View of the Palace and Gardens at Versailles, 1818-1819, John Vanderlyn, The 
American Wing, Metropolitan Museum of Art. New York City, New York. 
Salzburg Panorama, 1829, Johann Michael Sattler, Salzburg Museum. Salzburg, Austria. 
 418 
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Parc des Buttes-Chaumont, Paris, France. 
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Regent’s Park, London, England. 
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APPENDIX A | List of the Nine Legislative Bills Establishing Chicago’s 1869 Park and 
Boulevard System 
 
Excerpted from the table of contents of the 1869 State of Illinois publication Private Laws of the 
State of Illinois.778 
Chicago. Parks – 
1. An act to amend the charter of the city of Chicago, to create a board of Park Commissioners, and authorize 
a tax in the town of West Chicago, and for other purposes. (Approved February 27, 1869) 342-53. 
2. An act supplemental to “An act to amend the charter of the city of Chicago, to create a board of Park 
Commissioners, and authorize a tax in the town of West Chicago, and for other purposes,” approved Feb. 
27, A. D. 1869. (Approved April 19, 1869) 354-58 
3. An act to provide for the location and maintenance of a park for the towns of South Chicago, Hyde Park 
and Lake. (Approved February 24, 1869) 358-66 
4. An act amendatory of and supplementary to “An act to provide for the location and maintenance of a park 
for the towns of South Chicago, Hyde Park and Lake,” approved Feb. 24, 1869. (Approved April 16, 1869) 
366-67 
5. An act to equalize amount of money expended for parks in North, South, and West Chicago. (Approved 
March 10, 1869) 368 
6. An act to fix the boundaries of Lincoln Park, in the city of Chicago, and provide for its improvement. 
(Approved February 8, 1869) 368-76 
7. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to fix the boundaries of Lincoln Park, in the city of Chicago, and 
provide for its improvement.” (Approved April 19, 1869) 376-77 
8. An act to repeal a portion of an act herein named. 377 (Approved March 4, 1869) 
9. An act to amend an act entitlted “An act to fix the boundaries of Lincoln Park, in the city of Chicago, and 
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APPENDIX B | James Turrell’s Hand Annotations to Marcel Minnaert’s Text on Celestial 
Vaulting or “The Apparent Flattening of the Celestial Sphere.” 
 




                                                
779 Turrell, 1996, 67. 
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APPENDIX C | Transcription of Robert Barker’s 1787 Patent Application 
 
XX. Specification of the Patent granted to Mr. ROBERT BARKER, of the City of Edinburgh, Portrait-
Painter; for his Invention of an entire new Contrivance or Apparatus, called by him La Nature à Coup de 
OEil*, for the Purpofe of difplaying Views of Nature at large, by Oil-Painting, Frefco, Water-colours, 
Crayons, or any other Mode of painting or drawing. Dated June 19, 1787.  
To all to whom thefe prefents fhall come, &c. NOW KNOW YE, that by my invention, called La nature à coup 
d’œil, is intended, by drawing and painting, and a proper difpofition of the whole, to perfect an entire view of 
any country or fituation, as it appears to an obferver turning quite round; to produce which effect, the painter or 
drawer muft fix his ftation, and delineate correctly and connectedly every object which prefents itfelf to his 
view as he turns round, concluding his drawing by a  connection with where he began. He muft obferve the 
lights and fhadows, how they fall, and perfect his piece to the beft of his abilities. There muft be a circular 
building or framing erected, on which this drawing or painting may be performed; or the fame may be done on 
canvas, or other materials, and fixed or fuspended on the fame building or framing, to anfwer the purpofe 
complete. It muft be lighted entirely from the top, either by a glazed dome or otherwife, as the artift may think 
proper. There muft be an inclosure within the faid circular building or framing, which fhall prevent an obferver 
going too near the drawing or painting, fo as it may, from all parts it can be viewed, having its proper effect. 
This inclofure may reprefent a room, or platform, or any other fituation, and may be any form thought moft 
convenient, but the circular form is particularly recommended.  
Of whatever extent this infide inclofure may be, there muft be over it, (fupported from the bottom, or fufpened 
from the top,) a fhade or roof; which, in all directions, fhould project fo far beyond this inclofure, as to prevent 
an obferver feeing above the drawing or painting, when looking up; and there muft be without this inclofure 
another interception, to reprefent a wall, paling, or other interception, as the natural objects represented, or 
fancy, may direct, fo as effectually to prevent the obferver from feeing below the bottom of the drawing or 
painting, by means of which interception nothing can be feen on the outer circle, but the drawing or painting 
intended to reprefent nature. The entrance to the inner inclofure muft be from below, a proper building or 
framing being erected for that purpofe, fo that no door or other interruption may difturb the circle on which the 
view is to be represented. And there fhould be, below the painting or drawing, proper ventilators fixed, fo as to 
render a current circulation of air through the whole; and the inner inclofure may be elevated, at the will of an 
artift, fo as to make obfervers, on whatever fituation he may wifh they fhould imagine themfelves, feel as if 
really on the very fpot. In witnefs whereof, &c. *This invention has been fince called the Panorama. 780 
 
                                                
780 Barker, 1796, 165-167. 
